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Abstract 
 
John Jewel (Bishop of Salisbury 1559-1571) became the champion of the 
Church of England mere months after the formation of the Elizabethan religious 
settlement.  He preached a sermon at Paul’s Cross that challenged the Roman Church 
to prove that certain traditions had existed in the early church; a strategy that allowed 
him to portray the Church of England as the true inheritor of the apostolic church, 
due to its pure doctrine and right administration of the sacraments.  This sermon 
started a decade of controversy, which influenced the development of demarcation 
lines between the Church of Rome and the Church of England. 
This thesis argues that Jewel’s work as a polemicist and apologist for the 
Church of England was a key factor in the development of a Protestant self-identity 
for the Church of England.  Using a unique methodology and a vast knowledge of 
patristic and Biblical sources, Jewel re-defined the term ‘catholic’ in a way that 
enabled him to argue for the catholicity of the Church of England while still 
separating it from the Catholic Church.  He gave the English Church authority and 
legitimacy by portraying it as both part of the true universal church, and yet 
distinctly English. 
Drawing on Jewel’s own works, as well as the works of the men who fought 
for and against him, this thesis demonstrates that Jewel made a significant 
contribution to the establishment of the Church of England as a national institution.  
It shows that Jewel was an active, popular leader who was involved in many of the 
defining moments of the early Elizabethan church.  Also, it shows that his popularity 
did not end with his death in 1571.  Rather, his work continued to influence the 
development of the Church of England throughout the reign of Elizabeth and 
beyond.    
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Introduction 
 
When Bishop John Jewel became the first apologist of the Elizabethan 
Church of England, he was defending a church that was still coming into existence.  
The work of creating a living church out of the terms of the Elizabethan Settlement 
had barely begun when he preached his famous Challenge Sermon of 1559, but that 
sermon provided a badly needed impetus.  It sparked a controversy which inspired 
many of Jewel’s fellow divines to join his efforts to make theirs a legitimate church 
in the eyes of their fellow countrymen.  The result was a fresh awareness of the 
importance of catholicity and new criteria for membership in the true universal 
church.  This led to the development of strong demarcation lines between the Church 
of England and the Catholic Church of Rome, which many English divines no longer 
considered a ‘catholic’ church at all by the early 1570s.  
In the Challenge Sermon, Jewel portrayed the Elizabethan Settlement of 1559 
as a return to the doctrine of the early church, and gave Queen Elizabeth credit for 
restoring the true faith in England.
1
  Ten years later, in a sermon preached in 
response to the papal bull which had excommunicated Elizabeth, Jewel maintained 
the same message.  He reminded his listeners that Elizabeth had become queen 
‘because thy God loves England’, not due to an upset of the natural order or as a 
punishment.
2
  Such divine approval for crown and country was the basis for Jewel’s 
defence of the Church of England.  He portrayed it as a legitimate heir of the 
apostolic church due to its right administration of the sacraments, and the doctrine 
‘which we receive from God and learn by the word of truth’.3    
As this thesis will argue, this emphasis played a major role in the 
development of a unique self-identity for the English Church, and helped establish 
the Church of England as an institution that was recognized both by its members and 
its enemies.  Jewel claimed that the Church of England was both an English 
institution with its own unique structure, and truly ‘catholic’.  It was, essentially, a 
national universal church.  Jewel defended this paradox for his entire career as an 
Elizabethan bishop, and his work influenced a gradual re-definition of the term 
                                                          
1
 John Ayre, ed, Works of John Jewel, Bishop of Salisbury, vol 1 (Cambridge:  Cambridge University 
Press, 1835), 3-5, 7. 
2
 John Jewel, A viewe of a seditious bul (London, 1582), 73-74.  Please note that spelling and 
punctuation has been modernized for all sixteenth-century quotations in this thesis.  Also, modern 
rules of spelling and capitalization have been applied to titles in the text of this thesis, but the titles are 
presented in their original form in the footnotes to facilitate retrieval.  
3
 Jewel, A viewe of a seditious bul, 21-22. 
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‘catholic’ in the ferocious debates over the nature of the church that occurred 
throughout the 1560s.   
The polemical whirlwind of this decade produced several of the defining 
documents of the Elizabethan church, many of which have not yet been studied in 
context with the debates to which they contributed.  In truth, the 1560s are a 
neglected decade in Elizabethan studies, and Jewel is a near-forgotten leader, hidden 
in the shadow of divines such as John Whitgift and Richard Hooker.  Historians of 
the Elizabethan church tend to examine the 1559 religious settlement, and then skip 
ahead to the controversy over the vestments in 1566 before leaping forward once 
again to the excommunication of Elizabeth and the advance of the Jesuit 
missionaries.  The result is that the meticulous process of defining and defending the 
church which took place during its first ten years is overlooked.   
In those years, the channels of communication were still open, and the form 
of the Church of England was still under negotiation.   These channels closed in the 
later years of Elizabeth with the advent of new challengers to the church’s authority, 
and yet Jewel’s work continued to influence the direction of debate.  Many of the 
Elizabethan church’s later defenders, such as Richard Bancroft and John Bridges, 
worked to preserve the church as Jewel had defined it.  For this reason, Jewel needs 
to be factored into studies of the English Reformation.  If scholars are fully to 
understand the Elizabethan church, Jewel must emerge from the shadows and be 
returned to his place as a leading figure in its foundation and development. 
This thesis intends to provide just such a re-assessment of Jewel’s work and 
impact, without becoming a biography of Jewel himself.  Although it follows the 
development of Jewel’s thought throughout his life chronologically, it is at its heart 
an intellectual history of the ideas that formed the early Elizabethan church.  Jewel 
brought the church out of a defensive position and placed it on the offensive against 
the papacy.  He influenced a change in its self-portrayal that removed it from the 
Catholic Church and placed it in a universal church which was, significantly, 
Protestant.   He also managed to make the royal supremacy a point of pride, rather 
than a weakness.  Jewel’s work changed how people thought about the Church of 
England.   
Thus, focusing on the work of John Jewel makes this a study of the English 
Church itself, and its own self-perception.  It takes a similar approach to that of Alec 
Ryrie in his Being Protestant in Reformation Britain, which focused on the ‘lived 
experience of religion’: the way in which abstract doctrines were applied in daily life 
9 
 
for Protestants of the sixteenth and seventeenth century.
4
  Where Ryrie focused on 
personal writings of individual Protestants, this thesis focuses on the publications of 
individual Elizabethan divines, to see how they were affected by the changes in the 
core concepts of the Christian faith that developed from Jewel’s work.   
This leads us into the three distinct areas of inquiry which will be addressed 
in the following chapters.  First, how did the work of John Jewel influence the debate 
over the legitimacy of the Elizabethan church?  To answer, there are two aspects of 
Jewel’s work that must be considered:  the verbal and the written.  Jewel often 
preached at court and at Paul’s Cross.  He was known for the elegance and 
effectiveness of his rhetoric, and this popularity supported his published polemic and 
apologetics.  Both his sermons and his writings also show an acute awareness of his 
audience and their needs, which allowed Jewel to have a direct effect on the debate 
over the nature of the church and the development of its authority.         
Second, how did the work of John Jewel influence the development of a 
Protestant identity for the Church of England?  By addressing this question, this 
thesis will contribute to the discussion of a common question in recent Reformation 
scholarship, one most creatively asked by Patrick Collinson in his famous illustration 
of the historically-minded insomniac:  when did England become Protestant?
5
  An 
answer can be found in the 1560s.  Jewel aligned the Church of England with 
Protestant churches on the continent when he created a history for the church that 
was based on continuity of beliefs, rather than apostolic succession.  He also 
encouraged the development of a Protestant identity by infusing it with national 
pride, through his defence of the royal supremacy.   
Third, how was Jewel’s work used to defend the Church of England?  
Jewel’s legacy has not yet been fully studied in its historical context, despite the 
continuing use of Jewel by sixteenth and seventeenth-century divines aiming to 
defend the Church of England.  These divines fashioned Jewel in their own image, 
and applied his works to circumstances for which they were not originally meant.  
This construction of Jewel has not yet been examined in any detail.  It deserves 
further study, because of the insight it provides into the self-perception of the early 
modern church.    
                                                          
4
 Alec Ryrie, Being Protestant in Reformation Britain (Oxford:  Oxford University Press, 2013), 2-4. 
5
 Patrick Collinson, The Birthpangs of Protestant England:  Religious and Cultural Change in the 
Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries (New York:  Palgrave, 1988), ix. 
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The ecclesiastical historian Bruce Gordon has noted that there is a ‘desperate 
need’ for work on late sixteenth-century Protestantism that does not confine itself to 
theology:  ‘we need to know about scholarly networks, patterns of reading, 
preaching, lay education, and personal libraries’.  Gordon sees this as a way to move 
Reformation studies forward, because ‘until this is undertaken we shall be compelled 
to rehearse the same pieties about…Reformed religious cultures’.6  This thesis will 
undertake such a study.  It will contribute to recent scholarship on early modern 
preaching, such as the work of Peter McCullough, Arnold Hunt and Mary Morrissey, 
and discuss both lay education and scholarly networks.  As will soon be set out in 
more detail, such networks are its pivot point.  Jewel was not only a controversialist 
and an apologist, but also the lodestar for a distinct group of learned divines.  This 
leadership role has not yet been examined, which means that his active contribution 
to sixteenth-century religious culture has not yet been given the attention it deserves.  
In most Elizabethan histories, Jewel is considered only through his correspondence 
with various continental reformers in the 1560s, as published in The Zurich Letters. 
Jewel’s letters to reformers like Peter Martyr Vermigli and Heinrich Bullinger 
provide elegant and succinct summaries of various issues that arose with the 
establishment of the church, making them very useful to historians looking for 
primary sources.  However, excluding Jewel’s other works misconstrues the position 
he actually held in the Elizabethan church.   
The best example of this is the Jewel-Harding controversy.  This controversy 
began in November 1559, after the Challenge Sermon which Jewel concluded by 
challenging the supporters of the Church of Rome to prove the Church of England’s 
doctrine wrong.  Catholic controversialist Thomas Harding responded, and he was 
soon supported by other Catholic divines.  Several leaders of the Elizabethan church 
were inspired to defend Jewel against them by publishing responses to their works.   
In total, twenty-one divines contributed to this polemical debate, publishing sixty-
five works in approximately ten years.  The response to this one sermon shows that 
Jewel had an active influence on church leadership, and could both persuade and 
inspire his audience.  Reconsideration of this neglected debate is one of the key 
objectives of this thesis. 
One of the few historians who considers the full significance of this 
controversy is Lucy Wooding, and this thesis picks up some of her ideas.  She too 
                                                          
6
 Bruce Gordon, ‘Introduction,’ in Architect of Reformation:  An Introduction to Heinrich Bullinger, 
edited by Bruce Gordon and Emidio Campi (Michigan:  Baker Academic, 2004), 28. 
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sees the importance of catholicity to Jewel’s methodology, saying that Jewel ‘placed 
the issue of catholicity at the centre of theological concerns’.7  She notes that the 
emergence of the Church of England ‘as an entity with a distinctive ecclesiology’ 
was partly the responsibility of Jewel, because the controversy he sparked through 
the Challenge Sermon gradually forced Catholic writers to change direction.  They 
began their debate by arguing particular points of doctrine, but eventually shifted the 
focus of their discussion to the nature of the true church.  To Wooding, this was due 
to the efforts of Jewel and his colleagues to provide a history of the Church of 
England, and prove that it was not an innovation but the inheritor of the primitive 
church.   
Wooding’s consideration of catholicity led her into an examination of 
confessionalization, where she argued that the reformation in England, from the 
reign of Henry VIII to approximately 1570, was a ‘turbulent and confusing era when 
ideas were still being worked out, when English Catholics and Protestants alike were 
still groping for certainties to cling to in the fog of religious speculation and debate’.8  
This thesis also studies the shifting and changing definitions of various major terms 
and ideas in this time period.  However, where Wooding focuses on the self-
identification of the Catholics and their gradual adherence to the papal supremacy, 
this thesis looks at the self-identification of English Protestants and their gradual 
adherence to the continental reformed churches.  It extends the timeline past 1570, 
showing how the Protestant identity which English divines developed during the 
1560s went on to influence religious debate for the next thirty years. 
Significantly, Wooding does not discuss the Church of England in terms of a 
via media.  The assumption that the doctrine of the 1559 settlement formed a ‘middle 
way’, by which is meant a compromise between Rome and continental reformation, 
was popular among many twentieth-century historians, such as John Neale, Lacey 
Baldwin Smith and Hugh Trevor-Roper.  Since then, it has been questioned by many 
historians, including Anthony Milton, Nicholas Tyacke, and Torrance Kirby.  
Milton, for example, does not look at the via media as a compromise.  He defines it 
as a manifestation of the Church of England characterized by a ‘distaste for 
speculative theology, a strong concern with ceremonies and their value, a deep 
attachment to the prayer book, a reverence for patristic authority, and a strong sense 
                                                          
7
 Lucy Wooding, Rethinking Catholicism in Reformation England (Oxford:  Clarendon Press, 2000), 
228-229. 
8
 Wooding, Rethinking Catholicism, 3. 
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of continuity with the medieval past’, and then notes that by that definition, the via 
media did not exist until the 1590s.
9
 
Unfortunately, the perception of the Elizabethan Settlement as a middle-way 
compromise still has a hold over studies of the Elizabethan church. Theologian Lee 
W. Gibbs claims that the via media of the settlement was shaped by Richard Hooker 
and became a distinguishing feature ‘of what in later centuries became known as 
Anglicanism’.10  Diarmaid MacCulloch refers to the via media as a middle ground 
between Protestantism and Catholicism, and considers it a way of dealing with a 
need for continuity in the church.
11
  This is similar to Patrick Collinson’s view that 
the Elizabethan via media was an attempt to steer between tradition for tradition’s 
sake and needless newfangledness.
12
  In contrast, Wooding’s approach considers the 
Elizabethan church in terms of its moderation, rather than as a via media between 
confessions.   
She claims that Jewel emphasized the rationality of the Church of England, 
and contrasted it with the ‘dogmatic, immoderate claims’ of the Roman Church.  
This enhanced its reputation for good order and good government, and thus provided 
religious authority.
13
  Wooding’s use of moderation in this way aligns with recent 
scholarship by Ethan Shagan, who suggested in 2010 that the via media of the 
Elizabethan church was not a middle way between Rome and Geneva, but a middle 
way between excess and deficiency. Moderation was the attempt to steer a course 
between binary opposites.  Every virtue could be taken too far, and it required 
delicate negotiation to maintain the right balance.
14
   
Shagan argued that moderation meant governance over the unruly passions to 
which people were prone.  This governance ‘gave moderation its subtle violence’, 
because it involved the restraint of both self and others in order to ‘bring the 
commonwealth to a middle way’.15 He took this interpretation further in his The Rule 
of Moderation (2011), arguing that religious authorities not only claimed to represent 
                                                          
9
 Anthony Milton, ‘Anglicanism by Stealth:  the Career and Influence of John Overall,’ in Religious 
Politics in Post-Reformation England, edited by Kenneth Fincham and Peter Lake (Suffolk:  The 
Boydell Press, 2006), 159. 
10
 Lee W. Gibbs, ‘Life of Hooker,’ in A Companion to Richard Hooker, edited by Torrance Kirby 
(Leiden:  Brill, 2008), 1. 
11
 Diarmaid MacCulloch, ‘The Myth of the English Reformation,’ The Journal of British Studies vol 
30, no 1 (1991), 1-2. 
12
 Patrick Collinson, ‘Nicholas Bacon and the Elizabethan Via Media,’ The Historical Journal vol 23, 
no 2 (1980), 255, 256. 
13
 Wooding, Rethinking Catholicism, 231, 233. 
14
 Ethan Shagan, ‘Beyond Good and Evil:  Thinking with Moderates in Early Modern England,’ The 
Journal of British Studies vol 49 (2010), 490. 
15
 Shagan, ‘Beyond Good and Evil,’ 492. 
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the moderate way, but used moderation as a ‘coercive tool of social, religious, and 
political power’.  Through claiming to represent the moderate centre, the authorities 
created the extremists at the margin.
16
  This interpretation can be supported through 
the earlier work of Claire Cross and Norman L. Jones, both of whom recognized the 
importance of moderation in Elizabeth’s style of government.  Cross pointed out that 
Elizabeth often stood in the way of the reformers, keeping them back from reforming 
too much too quickly, maintaining a balance for the church through her control.
17
  
Jones argued that Elizabeth valued stability both due to her religious beliefs and her 
naturally cautious personality, ‘so she devoted herself to maintaining the status quo, 
showing great reluctance to innovate’.18   
Considering moderation as a tool of power adds further depth to Shagan’s 
treatment of confessional divides in his 2005 Catholics and the Protestant Nation, in 
which he claimed that confessionalization led to Catholics and Protestants defining 
‘both their identities and their political positions in response to their ideological 
opponents’.19 This viewpoint strongly reflects the underlying tone and attitude of the 
Jewel-Harding controversy, which is why this thesis takes the same approach.  
Resistance to immoderate behaviour or beliefs became as important as the 
affirmation of moderate beliefs to both Jewel and Harding, and within that lay a 
dualistic attitude.  Both men’s claim to moderation reflected an adversarial 
mentality.  To them, particular doctrines and traditions were either orderly or 
disorderly, moderate or immoderate.  There was no room for a middle way, if by 
middle way one meant compromise or toleration.  There was only the maintenance 
of a delicate balance between right and wrong, using whatever tools were necessary.   
Shagan, like Wooding, focuses on Catholic self-identity.  Perhaps 
surprisingly, there is to date no equivalent body of work on the influence of 
moderation in the development of the Protestant self-identity.  Feminist historian 
Ellen Macek applied the concept of moderation to Tudor polemic, but did not 
consider self-identity.
20
  Luc Racaut and Alec Ryrie approached the topic in their 
                                                          
16
 Ethan Shagan, The Rule of Moderation:  Violence, Religion and the Politics of Restraint in Early 
Modern England (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 2011), 3, 7. 
17
 Claire Cross, The Royal Supremacy in the Elizabethan Church (London:  George Allen and Unwin 
Ltd, 1969), 59, 66. 
18
 Norman L. Jones, ‘Elizabeth’s First Year:  The Conception and Birth of the Elizabethan Political 
World,’ in The Reign of Elizabeth I, edited by Christopher Haigh (London:  MacMillan Education 
Ltd, 1984), 28. 
19
 Ethan Shagan, ‘English Catholic History in Context,’ in Catholics and the Protestant Nation, edited 
by Ethan Shagan (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2005), 2. 
20
 Ellen Macek, The Loyal Opposition: Tudor Traditionalist Polemics (New York: Peter Lang, 1996), 
143. 
14 
 
Moderate Voices in the European Reformation, when they discussed groups of 
Protestants who argued amongst themselves but chose to stand united against the 
papacy. However, the focus of that book was continental reformation, so Racaut and 
Ryrie did not study its application in England.
21
   
Perhaps the most detailed examination of English Protestant self-identity can 
be found in the work of Patrick Collinson, although he did not approach it from the 
point of view of moderation, but of election.  In his Birthpangs of Protestant 
England, he looked at English self-identity in relation to the concept of the elect 
nation, and acknowledged the contribution of religion – specifically, religious myths 
– to the development of the nation as an idea.22 Collinson attributed the gestation of 
an English national identity to the early sixteenth century, but did not see an 
association with Protestantism until ‘after the accession of Elizabeth, some 
considerable time after’.  He did not think that it could be found until well into the 
1570s.   
It is notable that Collinson did not examine the Jewel-Harding controversy in 
this work.  Instead, he gave Foxe the seminal role in developing the Protestant 
nation, saying that the Protestant nation without Foxe is ‘Hamlet without the prince’. 
He attributed this to Foxe’s use of fifteen hundred years of church history to create a 
‘coherent and meaningful plot’ that clearly displayed the division between the true 
and false churches.
23
 Considering how Jewel employed many of these same 
strategies to motivate changes in the way people perceived both church and crown, 
one might say that the Protestant nation without Jewel is Hamlet without the ghost.  
This makes Collinson’s neglect of the Jewel-Harding controversy a surprising 
omission. 
Arguably, each of these historians has provided a piece of the puzzle in their 
individual studies.  Opposition to a common enemy, the connection between self-
identity and national feeling, and the importance of polemic were all major factors in 
the development of a Protestant self-identity.  Behind them lay the sort of violent 
moderation identified by Shagan.
24
  These pieces can all be put together in this 
examination of the Jewel-Harding controversy, allowing a more complete picture to 
emerge.  Jewel continually developed the connection between loyalty to the crown, 
                                                          
21
 Luc Racaut and Alec Ryrie, ‘Between Coercion and Persuasion,’ in Moderate Voices in the 
European Reformation, edited by Luc Racaut and Alec Ryrie (Aldershot:  Ashgate Publishing, 2005), 
7-9. 
22
 Collinson, Birthpangs of Protestant England, ix, 1, 5, 11, 16. 
23
 Collinson, Birthpangs of Protestant England, ix, 12. 
24
 Shagan, ‘Beyond Good and Evil,’ 492. 
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loyalty to the national church, and faith in the universal church. This, combined with 
an intensely moderate point of view, influenced the development of a Protestant 
mindset.  Jewel’s opponents recognized this development, accepting, but not 
sanctioning, the English Church’s alignment with the continental Protestant 
churches.  
Cultural and ecclesiastical historian Andreas Mühling suggests that ‘church 
history without reference to its political, social, and economic context runs the risk 
of turning into a simple history of ideas’.  At the same time, ‘church history which 
fails to acknowledge the theological motives of the protagonists and their impact can 
be little more than a poor version of generalized historical writing’.25  In an attempt 
to avoid both of these problems, this thesis takes an approach that places the Jewel-
Harding controversy in its context, and at the same time acknowledges the 
importance of the theology over which they argued.  It employs the sixteenth-century 
concept of moderation rather than imposing a via media that did not truly exist, and 
considers the adversarial mentality that arose out of moderation, without using 
terminology that labels confessional divides before the labels can legitimately be 
applied.  
This approach involves studying the various groups involved in the Jewel-
Harding controversy as textual communities.  This term was coined by Brian Stock 
in his book on reading practices of the eleventh and twelfth centuries, The 
Implications of Literacy.  He studied literacy and textuality as separate concepts, and 
looked at how these concepts influenced other aspects of culture, basing his 
argument on the development in literary culture that took place after the year 1000.  
This was when ‘oral discourse effectively began to function within a universe of 
communications governed by texts’.26   
As Stock notes, his chosen period was a time of church reform, which 
intersected with the rising culture of literacy and changed ‘the means by which one 
established personal identity’.  This influenced the development of controversy over 
the Eucharist and the sudden appearance of distinct groups of people who were 
labelled as heretics due to their different interpretive strategies, or ‘parallel use of 
texts’, to use Stock’s term.27  The same kind of developments occurred in the 
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Elizabethan period.  Church reform and changes in the process of developing self-
identity inspired similar questions about the Eucharist and similar diversions in the 
interpretation of particular texts.  Although it is necessary to be cautious when 
comparing such different time periods, the existence of such parallels does make the 
term suitable to describe the men who became involved in the Jewel-Harding 
controversy.  They also shared a common language and a common method of 
interpreting patristic and Biblical sources.   
Three other aspects of Stock’s study of textual communities also emerge as 
particularly useful:  the central role of a charismatic leader, the internalization of the 
texts, and the oral re-presentation of the texts.   The centrality of a particular 
charismatic leader, who is often (though not always) the author of the texts that form 
the core of the group’s method of interpretation, has been applied to several different 
figures of the medieval and early modern period.  This can be seen in the work of 
Kirsty Campbell, Devorah Greenberg, Patrick Collinson and Christopher Highley.  
Campbell examines the self-awareness of textual communities, using the textual 
community that revolved around Reginald Pecock.
28
  Devorah Greenberg and 
Patrick Collinson both look at John Foxe as the leader of a textual community.  In 
Greenberg’s examination of the first two editions of the Acts and Monuments, she 
downplays Foxe in order to emphasize the collaborative textual community that 
brought this important work together.
29
 Similarly, Collinson also considers Foxe the 
leader of a textual community, rather than the sole author of the Acts and 
Monuments. However, Collinson focuses less on Foxe’s leadership role than 
Greenberg does, and more on how Foxe was read.  He notes how completely Foxe’s 
stories were internalized, and how they show that the influence of written texts could 
extend ‘far beyond those capable of reading them for themselves’.30  
More recently, Christopher Highley considers the role of the leader in textual 
communities in his Catholics Writing the Nation.
31
 Highley is unique in describing 
the divines who wrote in support of Thomas Harding as an active textual 
community, one which not only accepted Harding’s interpretation and leadership but 
‘produced a steady stream of theological, ecclesiological and polemical works’ to 
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support it.
32
  No one else has studied the collaboration of Harding’s supporters in 
that way, and no one has yet treated the group of divines who were inspired to join 
the controversy by Jewel as a textual community at all. Highley’s work provides 
both a precedent and an avenue of exploration for the study of Jewel’s supporters. 
In textual communities, a particular collection of texts defines the group of 
people involved in it, and these people internalize the text to the point where it 
becomes part of their culture.  They can reference the texts in their lives and writings 
without feeling the need to explain them, because within their community everyone 
knows them.
33
  After such an internalization of the texts, the community members 
can then apply the texts to circumstances that lay beyond the texts’ original scope.  
This occurred both during and after the Jewel-Harding controversy, as various 
divines simply referred their challengers to Jewel’s writings, rather than arguing with 
them in detail.  They treated Jewel as the acknowledged authority, especially in 
matters relating to the early church.   
Stock’s community members also shared the texts with people who were not 
fully part of the community.  This gave people who did not have the opportunity or 
the ability to read them a chance to participate in literate culture.  The listeners were 
told to what text the preachers referred, and by applying it to their own knowledge 
and experience they could evaluate the preacher’s interpretation of it.34 This aspect 
of textual communities has real relevance for this study, because the writers of the 
Jewel-Harding controversy consistently acknowledged the importance of supporting 
their written works with preaching.  Also, it will study the role of the audience in 
accepting the community’s message, showing how influential the controversy was 
both during its active period and after it ended.   
An interesting gap in the usual application of the concept of textual 
communities is in the area of the texts themselves.  Often, historians put more weight 
on the communities than the sources that first brought the communities together.   In 
this thesis, however, the texts are of central importance.  They allow us to trace the 
development of the change in the nature of the church and the definition of 
‘catholic’, which enhances the examination of the controversy’s perceived audience 
and the audience’s response to the texts.  This provides a useful contrast to the 
communities identified in Stock’s original study.  Stock noted that those 
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communities looked upon the outside world as another universe, representative of a 
‘lower level of literacy and by implication of spirituality’.35  Jewel, however, saw 
that world as his own family in Christ.  He aimed to reach as many of them as 
possible, and his textual community followed his example.       
It became one of Jewel’s most oft-repeated arguments that the community of 
the faithful who made up the universal church in England needed to understand their 
faith.  For that reason, he thought that liturgy, prayers, scripture readings and 
devotional works should all use the vernacular. Jewel extended that argument and 
wrote his own polemic in the vernacular, with the result that the entire corpus of the 
Jewel-Harding controversy was published in English.  Only Jewel’s Apology of 
1562, which was meant to explain the core doctrine of the Church of England to a 
national and international audience, was published in both Latin and English. The 
rest of Jewel’s works that involved the national universal church were published only 
in English.    
Harding and his colleagues considered Latin the proper language for religious 
works.  In contrast, both Jewel and the community that supported him made the use 
of English a point of pride.  They continued a tradition of vernacular theology that 
had begun with the early reformers of the 1520s:  as literature scholar Timothy 
Rosendale notes,  it was ‘an article of faith’ from the beginning of the English 
Reformation that England and its language ‘had to be elevated over Rome and its 
language’.36 Brian Cummings takes a similar point of view, arguing that ‘the English 
language became the carrier of a national religious culture’.37  This was further 
embedded in the national mindset during the reign of Mary, when Protestantism 
began to be viewed as English, in contrast to the Spaniards’ foreign religion.38  As 
David Birch suggests, the shift in reforming ideas from wider Europe to England 
made those ideas more localized and hence more characteristic of England.  Part of 
that shift was the change from religion in European Latin to religion in vernacular 
English.
39
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For Jewel’s textual community, the exclusive use of English also became a 
means of developing unity within the national universal church.  It helped change the 
definition of the term ‘catholic’:  no longer was the international use of Latin a 
legitimate sign of universality.  Rather, involving everyone in the faith of the church 
by allowing them to experience the faith in their own language was a sign of 
universality.  This argument, when combined with the community’s promotion of the 
unique structure of the Church of England, resulted in a stronger bond with the 
national universal church.  As Patrick Collinson said in his book This England, one 
of the most powerful means of creating a sense of nationhood is a shared language, 
especially when combined with a shared religious identity.  Collinson pointed out 
that ‘the pattern and paradigm’ for the English nation in the sixteenth century 
involved frequent repetition of the phrase ‘God is English’, and this concept can be 
seen throughout the Jewel-Harding controversy.
40
  Jewel fell in with this paradigm 
from the beginning.  He often reminded his audience that God had special plans for 
England and its church.    
Because Jewel chose to publish in the vernacular, this thesis also focuses on 
vernacular sources, such as the works and sermons of the Jewel-Harding 
controversy, and Jewel’s other publications.  This enables a fuller examination of the 
authors’ arguments regarding the English definition of ‘catholic’, and how that 
definition changed over the years.  It enhances the study of audience, because the 
sermons preached in support of the controversy were exclusively in English, and 
studying the preached and written works in tandem provides a unique opportunity to 
study the means of persuasion employed by Jewel and his supporters.  Also, it allows 
for fuller consideration of the reception of that persuasion.  In the final chapter, the 
sources include vernacular tracts, sermons, wills, letters and treatises that referred to 
Jewel, showing how widely his viewpoints were disseminated.  
There have been only three modern studies of Jewel:  two biographies in the 
1960s, which celebrated the four hundredth anniversary of his famous work The 
Apology of the Church of England, and a recent biography by American theologian 
Gary Jenkins.
41
  All three books blended together Jewel’s early years as a student 
and a fellow of an Oxford college, passing over those years quite quickly before they 
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began a slightly more detailed study of Jewel in exile as a preface to his role in the 
Elizabethan settlement. The chapters of this thesis are divided differently from these 
studies.  The entire first chapter focuses on Jewel’s early years in Oxford, examining 
the religious atmosphere in which he lived and the education he received, in order to 
see how these experiences influenced his later work.  This chapter introduces the 
scholarly network which developed at that time, as well as Jewel’s relationship with 
the man who would later become his nemesis, Thomas Harding.  It also examines 
Jewel’s study of rhetoric, because it was during his years at Oxford that Jewel 
learned the means by which to make his preaching so persuasive.  
The second chapter begins in 1548, with the arrival of the reformer Peter 
Martyr Vermigli at Oxford.  Jewel worked with Martyr there, and then followed him 
into exile during the reign of Mary and worked with him in Zurich and Strasburg.  In 
1559, Jewel left Martyr in exile and returned to England, which provides the end 
date for the chapter.  It is essentially a study of Martyr’s influence over Jewel, 
although it is important to point out that it does not take the usual approach of 
treating Jewel as Martyr’s student.  As the chapter will show, it is more accurate to 
describe Martyr and Jewel as colleagues than as teacher and student.   
Jewel worked with Martyr on various projects, and gained a reputation that 
brought him fully into the community of reformers that circled around Martyr and 
his friend Archbishop Thomas Cranmer.  Jewel accepted the adversarial mentality of 
Martyr and Cranmer, and developed that intensely moderate viewpoint that later 
informed so much of his work.  As Patrick Collinson noted in his Elizabethan 
Puritan Movement, Jewel carefully nurtured his division between the appropriate 
traditions of the primitive church and the corrupted traditions of the Roman Church.  
This dualism, which Collinson thinks Jewel inherited from Cranmer, informed how 
Jewel defined religious authority.
42
  It was enhanced by the experience of exile, 
which also provided Jewel with practical experience in religious debate. 
Chapter three focuses on the controversy between Jewel and Harding, tracing 
its development from the Challenge Sermon of 1559 to the last contribution to the 
debate, which was Jewel’s second edition of the Defence of the Apology (1570).  It 
focuses on the perceived audience of the texts of the controversy, and the means by 
which Jewel and Harding attempted to influence and convert them.  Central to the 
argument is the difference between the two controversialists’ definition of the 
universal church, and their treatment of its members.  Jewel saw the universal church 
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as the community of the faithful; Harding saw it as the institution of the Roman 
Church.   
This was the doctrine that influenced the development of clear demarcation 
lines between their confessions.  At the beginning of the debate, the two men could 
both claim to belong to the ‘catholic’ church; by the end of it, Jewel had decided that 
the Church of England had separated from the Catholic Church, in order to join the 
true universal church.  This developed through Harding’s opposition: he 
continuously accused Jewel of desertion from the true church, forcing Jewel to 
examine the nature of the true church and how the Church of England could claim to 
be part of it.  Jewel came to the paradoxical conclusion that in order for the English 
Church to be truly universal, it had to build boundaries around itself.     
Chapter four expands the discussion to the textual communities that 
surrounded Jewel and Harding.  Fourteen English divines, the majority of whom 
were in exile with Harding in  Louvain, contributed to Harding’s response to Jewel’s 
challenge.  Five divines in England defended Jewel in print, and several others 
provided means and opportunity for Jewel to defend himself.  The exchange between 
these two textual communities lasted from Henry Cole’s answer to Jewel’s 
Challenge Sermon (1560), to Edward Dering’s A Sparing Restraint, published in 
1568.  Collectively, these works contributed to the clarification of the confessional 
divide, and this chapter traces the  slow acceptance of a Protestant self-identity for 
the Church of England that can be found in them.  Both sides grew to recognize the 
distinctiveness of the English Church, and contributed to its self-portrayal as a 
national universal church.     
Chapter five looks at the reception and significance of the Jewel-Harding 
controversy.  It involves both the textual communities that reacted to the controversy 
while it was taking place, and those which formed after it ended.  This includes the 
groups commonly known as puritans and separatists, as well as the defenders of the 
Church of England who continued to hold up Jewel as a champion of orthodoxy in 
the latter half of Elizabeth’s reign.  The years after Jewel’s death in 1571 saw the 
Church of England splinter, and this forced an expansion of the definition of the 
national universal church.  It was no longer so easy to find that delicate balance of 
moderation by finding one common enemy.  However, various divines still 
attempted to form their ideologies in opposition to their adversaries, and often used 
the work of Jewel to do so, with mixed success.   
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The thesis concludes with a brief examination of Richard Hooker’s use of 
Jewel, and the opposition Hooker endured in 1599 from Andrew Willet, another 
Jewel supporter.  The purpose behind the choice of 1599 as an end date will be 
discussed in the final chapter; for the moment, it is enough to point out that Jewel’s 
influence did not actually end in 1599.  Further work is needed on Jewel’s influence 
over the Jacobean and Restoration churches, because Jewel’s work continued to be 
published and studied throughout the seventeenth century.  However, that is beyond 
the scope of this current project.  All it can do is begin.       
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Chapter One:  Forming a Reformer 
 
Much of the vast historiography of the Elizabethan settlement has focused on 
conflict rather than co-operation. Historians have thoroughly examined the divisive 
effects of the Marian exile, and thereby obscured the connection between the early 
Elizabethan Reformation and the Reformation of the 1530s and 1540s.  However, 
this connection can still be traced through Elizabethan reformers such as John Jewel, 
who were once Edwardian or Henrican reformers.  These men formed a network of 
scholars, which was involved in the re-definition of the term ‘catholic’ from the first 
ecclesiastical debates sparked by Henry VIII’s claim to be the Supreme Head of the 
church. 
This chapter intends to re-connect the Elizabethan Reformation to its roots.  
Its purpose is to provide a background for the debates of the 1560s over catholicity, 
and a starting place for the re-assessment of Jewel’s work that will take place in later 
chapters.  It will do this by studying Jewel’s first years as a member of the scholarly 
network which re-defined the ‘catholic’ church.  He spent those years in the charged 
political and intellectual atmosphere of Oxford, and this had a long-lasting effect on 
his views of the church and its relationship with the crown.  As this chapter will 
argue, it was during these years that Jewel developed his paradoxical vision of a 
universal church under the authority of a national leader.  He carried this vision into 
exile, and then made it the foundation of his later work in defence of the Church of 
England. 
This argument challenges the common portrayal of Jewel as a divine whose 
passion for reform was born in Marian exile, then lost to the siren call of 
ecclesiastical preferment, causing him to spend the final decade of his life supporting 
Elizabeth’s authority against his own better judgment.  Political historians Marshall 
M. Knappen and Norman L.  Jones, for example, made a direct connection between 
the loss of Jewel’s desire for further reform and his installation as bishop.43  Patrick 
Collinson put Jewel in a ‘class of his own’ when it came to reforming zeal, but he 
did suggest that Jewel turned his back on the men who wanted further reformation, 
and proved a disappointment to them.
44
  Henry Birt, who wrote a study of the 
                                                          
43
 Marshall M. Knappen, Tudor Puritanism:  A Chapter in the History of Idealism (Gloucester:  Peter 
Smith, 1963), 178-180; Norman L. Jones, Faith By Statute:  Parliament and the Settlement of 
Religion (London:  Royal Historical Society, 1982), 169-170. 
44
 Patrick Collinson, The Elizabethan Puritan Movement (London:  Jonathan Cape, 1967), 61. 
24 
 
Elizabethan settlement a hundred years ago, was more generous.  He said only that 
Jewel’s opinions ‘toned down’ once he wore the bishop’s mitre.45 
This portrayal is the result of a frequent assumption in the historiography of 
the Elizabethan church that the men who experienced Marian exile, as Jewel did, 
emerged from it completely converted to the content and style of continental reform. 
In the drama of Elizabeth’s first year, the Marian exiles are often cast as the Genevan 
opposition to the reformers who had managed to live out Mary’s reign in England.  It 
is suggested that much of the conflict that existed in the early Elizabethan church 
was due to the differing opinions that developed between these two groups.  John 
Neale called the returning Marian exiles ‘the pressure group of a revolutionary 
party’, who complicated matters in Elizabeth’s first Parliament.46  Henry Primus, in 
the published version of his 1960 doctoral thesis about the Elizabethan vestments 
controversy, divided the bishops in the controversy based on whether or not they 
were Marian exiles.  He suggested that the returning exiles were the more 
enthusiastic about reform, and that their enthusiasm was ‘dampened’ in parliament.47   
In a more recent study of the Elizabethan episcopate, Brett Usher claims that 
the returning exiles brought in the Calvinist ideas that favoured greater change, and 
soon found themselves restrained in Parliament by men advocating a slower pace.
48
  
He attributes what influence the exiles did have to Cecil’s support, a support which 
was based on their loyalty to Elizabeth.
49
  At the same time, Usher suggests that the 
loyalty was somewhat one-sided:  he does not think that Elizabeth herself was 
particularly supportive of the Marian exiles.  Instead, he thinks that Elizabeth had a 
‘forlorn vision of Catholic continuity within a Protestant polity’, and that vision 
affected who she was willing to include on her episcopal bench.  The experience of 
exile – or lack of it - was not part of her decision-making when she was choosing 
bishops.
50
 
It is only logical that the church leaders’ differing experiences during the 
reign of Mary led to different perspectives and thus to clashes of opinion during the 
reign of Elizabeth.  However, the division between exiles and non-exiles is often 
grossly oversimplified, and the varying beliefs of the returning exiles ignored by 
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suggesting that they all thoroughly approved of continental reform.  As this chapter 
will show, the experience of continental reform was not the only factor affecting the 
beliefs and actions of the Marian exiles.  Many of them, including John Jewel, 
arrived in their positions under Elizabeth having not only endured the experience of 
losing their friends to the Marian burnings, but that of losing friends to the Henrican 
burnings.  They worked out the complications of the royal supremacy under 
Elizabeth having already seen the royal supremacy established and negotiated under 
Henry VIII.  They decided upon a particular structure for the Church of England 
having already felt the foundations of the Church in England tremble during the 
break with Rome.   
For Jewel, his pre-Marian years affected his later work in defence of the 
Church of England in three ways, all of which are connected to his experience at 
Oxford.  First, he was educated in a community of learners, which encouraged him 
to become part of the push for reform.  The first section of this chapter will discuss 
the style of education that promoted such community, which was influenced by the 
development of the colleges and a new emphasis on humanist learning.  Through this 
community, Jewel became part of the scholarly network that was involved in re-
defining the church. 
Second, during those years Jewel was exposed to the theological implications 
of the royal supremacy.  This led to his consideration of the universality of faith as 
well as the universality of the institutional church.  Jewel later proved to be one of 
the royal supremacy’s most dedicated advocates, and he defended it with such 
dogged persistence that many historians question whether his faith was his or merely 
a reflection of crown policy.  However, this chapter will show that Jewel was one of 
the first young men to know no other leader of the church than the king, which 
provides a context for his later defence of the royal supremacy and his views on the 
universal church.  
Third, Jewel’s Oxford education provided the training in rhetoric that made 
his polemic so effective.  He gained in-depth knowledge of patristic and Biblical 
sources, and developed his signature speaking style through his study of Latin 
orators, such as Cicero.  Discussing Jewel’s rhetorical skill in this chapter will prove 
helpful for the examination of the Challenge Sermon and the resulting controversy in 
chapter three.  It will also help explain the popular reaction to his sermons, which 
will be discussed in chapter five.  Its only drawback is that it brings out more 
biographical details than is ideal in an intellectual history.  However, such details are 
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necessary to provide a framework for the study of Jewel’s later ideas, and their 
neglect has led to an inaccurate representation of Jewel’s motivations during the 
reign of Elizabeth.  For those reasons, we will begin with a study of the person of 
Jewel, using it as a gateway into his thought.             
 
Birth of a Reformer 
Elizabethan divine Laurence Humphrey published a biography of Jewel, 
Johannes Iuelli…Vita et Mors, in 1573.  This source provides much of the 
information that is still extant of Jewel’s early years, including his adherence to the 
cause of reform while still a student in Corpus Christi College.  Humphrey claimed 
that the college president, Robert Morwen, once said: ‘I would love you, Jewel, if 
you were not a Zwinglian; of a heretic faith but living the life of an angel at least, 
and you are of good character, but a Lutheran’.51  It was impossible to be both a 
Zwinglian and a Lutheran, so these labels were probably meant to be derogatory. 
Evidently, Morwen was not concerned with the subtle differences between the forms 
of continental Protestantism; he just considered them all heretical.  However, the 
labels would not be an effective taunt if there was no chance that Jewel actually did 
adhere to some form of Lutheranism or Zwinglianism.  Thus, it seems possible that 
Jewel was known to be a reformer from an early age. 
Jewel left Merton College to join Corpus Christi College in 1539, so this 
conversation most likely took place after that year.  Sources for this time are 
comparatively scant, and the definitions of different forms of Protestantism were still 
fluid, making identification of Jewel’s beliefs more difficult.  Also, Jewel may well 
have kept his particular beliefs to himself.  To be either a Zwinglian or a Lutheran at 
this point was a dangerous decision.  Zwinglianism was associated with 
sacramentarianism, and sacramentarians were sternly persecuted by Henry VIII.  
John Lambert, who adhered to sacramentarian beliefs, was killed in 1538, and in 
1539 the Ten Articles accused sacramentarians of subverting and overturning both 
the sacraments and the authority of the crown.
52
 Lutheranism was similarly 
unpopular for much of Henry’s reign.  In 1528, what Richard Rex calls ‘a nest of 
Lutherans’ had been uncovered in Cardinal College and quickly scattered, and 
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neither crown nor university were any more accepting of Lutheranism over a decade 
later.  Although Henry flirted with an alliance with the Lutheran princes in 1538-
1539, he consistently and firmly rejected justification by faith and the Confession of 
Augsburg.
53
   
If we were to speculate which form of continental Protestantism Jewel would 
have chosen to follow in the late 1530s, Zwinglianism seems more likely than 
Lutheranism. Jewel aligned with Peter Martyr Vermigli’s Swiss-inspired Reformed 
beliefs very quickly when Martyr arrived in 1548, which suggests that there may 
have been a previous inclination towards them.  It could have been fostered by 
Jewel’s colleagues at Oxford, by his tutors, or indeed by the religious atmosphere in 
which he was raised.  Susan Brigden suggests that the ‘Lollard legacy of 
sacramentarianism’ inclined England toward the Swiss Reformation, and this Lollard 
legacy may have influenced Jewel.
 54
    
Regardless of his particular adherence, the way that Jewel was so clearly 
identified with the reformers so early in his life makes a study of his educational 
background very helpful in any examination of his later polemic.  As the intellectual 
historian James McConica notes, educational purpose during this time shifted from a 
focus on scholastic logic to a focus on humanistic rhetoric, which trained men for 
‘public debate on public issues’.55  This was a significant shift for a generation of 
men who would later become church leaders in the service of the crown, and yet it is 
often ignored in modern historiography.  Educational historians Kenneth Charlton 
and Ian Green both focus their studies of early modern education on Elizabethan and 
Jacobean education, making few nods to the Henrican and Edwardian eras.
56
  
Literature scholar Peter Medine’s study of Thomas Wilson’s Art of Rhetoric (1560) 
is an excellent description of sixteenth-century rhetoric, but it too focuses on 
Elizabethan education.
57
  In contrast to these studies, Roberto Weiss’ work on 
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learning in England encompasses mainly the fifteenth century, ending with the 
accession of Henry VII.
58
 
Another complication for a study of education in the 1530s and 1540s is that 
the majority of it centres on the exercise of education in grammar schools, rather 
than in the universities.  These studies tend to examine the social history of 
education, or try to apply sixteenth-century educational theories to present-day 
education systems.  Social historian Rosemary O’Day’s work on the foundations of 
education in Britain focused on the salaries and methods of the teachers, although 
she did make note of the connection between crown and university.
59
  Similarly, 
Nicholas Orme took a social approach when he looked at the daily exercises that 
took place in grammar schools, and examined what these exercises can tell historians 
about daily life in Tudor England.
60
   
Studies of sixteenth-century universities show similar difficulties with 
timeline and focus.  Renaissance historian Mark Curtis’ work on Oxford and 
Cambridge in transition began in the year 1558.
61
  Many histories of Oxford and 
Cambridge, including the oft-referenced nineteenth-century works of Anthony à 
Wood, Thomas Fowler and James Ingram, restrict themselves to describing the 
founders of individual colleges and the colleges’ physical environment. Only a few 
twentieth century works, such as those of Charles Mallet and James McConica, look 
at the role of the universities in the politics of the Tudor era, and the effect this had 
on the educational system of the universities itself.  Charles Mallet examined how 
Oxford changed during the Reformation by examining its reactions to major events 
such as the dissolution of the monasteries, the royal visitations, and the controversy 
over the correct pronunciation of Greek. Mallet also studied Oxford’s reaction to the 
accession of Mary, and contrasted it with the difficulties encountered when policy 
shifted on the accession of Elizabeth.
62
 The various essays in McConica’s The 
History of the University of Oxford took a different approach, by studying particular 
faculties, what they taught, and how these faculties were affected by the break with 
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Rome.
63
  However, neither study examined the effect the changes had on the 
individuals who were receiving their education during this time.  This chapter 
intends to redress that, in a way that reflects Alec Ryrie’s summary of current 
historiographical trends:  ‘rather than negotiated theological compromises, we are 
now more interested in the unheroic ways in which private individuals negotiated the 
murderous religious landscapes of the sixteenth century’.64  
John Jewel, the private individual with whom we are most concerned, 
negotiated many murderous religious landscapes during his time in Oxford.  As 
James McConica pointed out, occurring at this time were ‘powerful currents of 
social change and energy upon which the universities floated with little or no power 
of control’.65 One of these currents was humanism, which profoundly influenced 
university education in Henrican England.  This is a complicated current to study, 
made all the more difficult due to the problem of defining it.   
Fred J. Levy noted the importance of classical methods and sources for 
English humanists, shown especially in the work of John Colet.
66
  C.S. Lewis 
defined a humanist as ‘one who taught, or learned, or at least strongly favoured, 
Greek and the new kind of Latin’, and humanism itself as ‘the critical principles and 
critical outlook which ordinarily went with these studies’.67  For Lewis, humanism 
was linked with methodology.  Historian Gregory Dodds and theologian Craig 
D’Alton both make a similar association:  Dodds gives it several characteristics, 
including ‘a devotion to classical scholarship, [and] a demand for new educational 
methods’.  D’Alton also emphasizes the importance of method over ideology in his 
definition, while acknowledging that humanism was hugely diverse concept, 
encompassing both the literary and the historical.
68
   
Based on these definitions, it is possible to see how the humanist emphasis in 
education would affect the methods by which Jewel learned, as well as explain his 
vast experience with rhetoric and the classical tradition.  It also provides some 
                                                          
63
 James McConica, ‘Preface,’ The History of the University of Oxford vol 3, edited by James 
McConica (Oxford:  Clarendon Press, 1986), X. 
64
 Alec Ryrie, ‘The European Reformations,’ in Palgrave Advances in the European Reformations, 
edited by Alec Ryrie (New York: Palgrave McMillan, 2006), 4. 
65
 James McConica, ‘Social Relations of Tudor Oxford,’ Transactions of the Royal Historical Society 
vol 27 (1977), 115. 
66
 Fred J. Levy, Tudor Historical Thought (San Marino:  The Huntington Library, 1967), 40-47. 
67
 C.S. Lewis, English Literature in the Sixteenth Century, Excluding Drama (Oxford:  The Clarendon 
Press, 1968), 18. 
68
 Gregory Dodds, Exploiting Erasmus:  The Erasmian Legacy and Religious Change in Early 
Modern England (Toronto:  University of Toronto Press, 2009), 94-95; Craig D’Alton, ‘Renaissance 
Humanism and the Reformation,’ in Palgrave Advances in the European Reformations, edited by 
Alec Ryrie (New York: Palgrave McMillan, 2006), 150. 
30 
 
insight into his concern with the royal supremacy.  Diarmaid MacCulloch argues that 
the various aspects of sixteenth-century humanism can be divided according to their 
focus.  He labels one of these aspects ‘civic humanism’, claiming that civic 
humanists ‘paid particular attention to ancient society, in order to see how their own 
society and government might be restructured for the common good’.  They often 
advocated republic as the best form of government, although some were what 
MacCulloch calls princely humanists, who felt that government was best led by one 
man.
69
 Jewel’s steady support of Elizabeth was a form of princely humanism.  It was 
based on the validity of government under one ruler, the ‘godly prince’, who in 
Jewel’s mind could be a woman.   
Humanist methodology was only part of the changes in education which 
altered Jewel’s experience in Oxford from the time he began his studies in 1535. 
Colleges had changed greatly since the turn of the century; they were rapidly taking 
on the main tasks of education within the university.  This meant that the old system 
whereby undergraduates were taught by regent masters had all but disappeared, and 
with them disappeared the halls.
70
  Until the sixteenth century, the majority of 
undergraduates had lived in halls, or found lodging with townspeople or in hostels.
71
  
Halls were temporary; they started when a master rented rooms to scholars and 
ended when the number of students dropped.  Colleges, as Mark Curtis calls them, 
were self-perpetuating ‘chartered associations of persons’.72  They were prominent 
features of the university.  
Joining a college instead of a hall meant that Jewel was educated in a 
permanent community of fellows, who both lived and learned together.  In Merton 
College, which Jewel joined in 1535, it was expected that members would join the 
secular clergy.  Its founder, Walter de Merton, wanted students’ studies to culminate 
in the study of theology.  As college historian Bernard Henderson phrased it, Merton 
wanted the best of the college’s students to ‘go forth into the world for service in the 
church and state’.  Of these, the most able would then study canon law so that they 
could become statesmen, since ‘no study was then more needful for those to be of 
service in the state than this’.73   
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Jewel’s tutor at Merton was John Parkhurst, a young man who identified with 
the cause of reform.  He actually defended new doctrines in disputations and 
promoted the reading of ‘profane’ authors.74  He also encouraged the use of the 
vernacular:  Humphrey’s Iuelli…Vita et Mors reported that Parkhurst gave Jewel the 
task of comparing Bible translations.  Gary Jenkins, in his 2006 biography of Jewel, 
considers this a ‘provocative’ move, considering how Henry VIII felt about the Bible 
in the vernacular in the mid-1530s.
75
  However, it is doubtful that Parkhurst intended 
any harm to Jewel by this, since he was part of a scholarly network of reformers that 
Jewel eventually joined.  This network would later evolve into a textual community 
centred on Jewel’s works, and Parkhurst continued to participate.  In the 1560s, he 
heartily supported Jewel in his controversy with Harding, in part by promoting 
Jewel’s work to continental reformers such as Rudolph Gwalter.76   
Jewel greatly appreciated Parkhurst’s efforts on his behalf, and his 
appreciation lasted far longer than Jewel’s time at Oxford.  In 1555 Jewel wrote a 
letter to Parkhurst that expressed how much Parkhurst meant to him:  ‘No one should 
want less urging to write than a pupil to his tutor….I would rather appear impudent 
by [daring to] write than ungrateful by staying silent’.77  For his part, Parkhurst 
subsequently made much of his connection to Jewel.  After Jewel’s death in 1571, 
Parkhurst said in a letter to Gwalter that he was going to help write Jewel’s Vita.  He 
claimed that he ‘could tell more of Jewel than the whole of England’, because Jewel 
had been one of his pupils.
78
 Parkhurst and Jewel consistently referred to each other 
in terms of tutor and pupil, which contrasts with Jewel’s later relationship with Peter 
Martyr.
79
 
In 1539, Jewel transferred to Corpus Christi College on a scholarship and 
continued studying divinity.  Corpus Christi was founded on humanist principles, 
and reflected the different religious landscape that had developed since the 
foundation of Merton.  As college historian Thomas Fowler put it, graduates of 
Corpus Christi were supposed to be ‘trained to habits of study, regularity and piety, 
apt at dialectical fence, and competent to press all the secular learning of the time 
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into the service of the church’.80 The study of canon law was not a major feature of 
this college, as it had been at Merton, and the college aimed to prepare students not 
to be statesmen but to be sixteenth-century clergymen.  Its theology students had the 
opportunity to examine the church fathers, instead of the medieval scholastics.
81
  
This proved beneficial for Jewel:  an emphasis on the historical context of the church 
fathers would later become a distinguishing feature of his polemic and apologetics.   
Corpus Christi was made up of a president, twenty fellows and 
approximately twenty undergraduates, and its size was limited in this way to create a 
close-knit community of learners.  By living and working in such a community, 
Jewel and his contemporaries developed a network of friends and patrons.  This 
network was equally as valuable as the education itself, and it had an effect beyond 
the opportunities it provided for the students.  This is an aspect of scholarly networks 
that needs further study.  For example, Kenneth Charlton noted that the main reason 
for the gentry to send their sons to university was not so much education as 
connection, which is a significant point.  However, Charlton did not examine how 
these connections affected the religious and political atmosphere of the day.
82
  Nor 
did Lacey Baldwin Smith, who studied the Henrican leaders who had known each 
other during their time at Cambridge.  He focused on the various religious 
developments that divided them after they graduated, rather than their efforts to work 
together or their influence on the Henrican church.
83
   
In contrast, church historian Winthrop Hudson emphasized the importance of 
scholarly networks in part because of their wider effect.  In his book The Cambridge 
Connection, Hudson argued that the bond of friendship in early-Elizabethan church 
leaders, which was founded on their shared experience as a community of fellows at 
university, later enhanced their desire for unity and co-operation. Hudson claimed 
that the Cambridge connection revolved around John Cheke, which was a weak 
argument because Hudson’s own work seemed to prove that William Cecil was the 
focal point.  However, Hudson made a valid point when he said that ‘the intimacy 
of… relationship to one another led to further joint concerns’ in religion.84  This 
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suggests that scholarly networks not only helped determine who would be the later 
leaders of the church, but influenced their methods and their beliefs.   
It is not only modern historians who see the importance of networks during 
this time.  Jewel himself noted the value of collegial community in 1551, when he 
gave a Latin oration promoting the Oxford network of scholars and patrons.  The 
event was made possible through the funding of Richard Chambers, an Oxford 
patron who consistently attempted to advance reformation in the university and later 
became one of Jewel’s fellow exiles.  Significantly, Jewel was asked to speak 
because the usual orator, the Regius Professor of Divinity, was in London working 
on the reform of the ecclesiastical laws.  It was a great honour for Jewel to be asked 
to take his place, considering that he was not yet a well-known figure and did not 
hold a high position in the university.  
Jewel acknowledged that fact in the beginning of the oration, then went on to 
tell the students that the ‘light of our talents was kindled…by Almighty God’, not for 
their own pleasure but for the sake of the learning itself.  He also urged them to 
develop piety through study, and to use their learning to determine true faith from 
falsehood.  Notably, he did not specify what made up true faith and what falsehood.  
This was a clever sidestep to avoid censure on religious grounds, made all the more 
clever because Jewel still managed to advocate reform.  He called for the students to 
use their learning to speak against the errors of the faith, so that ‘the enemies of the 
gospel should finally be ashamed of their treachery and arrogance’.           
The overall purpose of Jewel’s oration was to remind students of their 
position and responsibilities in an academic community.  Jewel pointed out that the 
community took care of them, provided for them, and gave them excellent 
educational opportunities.  He reminded the students that they were working together 
under the glare of public scrutiny, ‘in this bastion of talents and the arts’, to be 
worthy of the learning available to them.  He also emphasized the importance of the 
scholars to the reputation of Oxford itself:  ‘the prestige and lustre of the university 
is based not on the size of its foundations and buildings but in the number of men 
devoted to study:  we in the end are the colleges, we are the schools, we are the 
university entire!’85 This stirring tribute to the importance of scholars, phrased as if 
they were a recognizable unit, suggests that Jewel was aware of their inter-
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dependence, and their distinction as a unique group.  He did not refer to it as a 
network of scholars, but he still treated it as one. 
He also pushed the students beyond the limits of national borders.  The first 
sign of Jewel’s concern for the universal church, which later became so much a part 
of his polemic, can be found in this oration.  Jewel charged his listeners not to be 
ashamed of pronouncing the gospel, because ‘by this way will the powers of the 
devil be diminished, by this way will Christ’s glory spread throughout the world’.86 
When Jewel gave this oration, his participation in the scholarly network had already 
exposed him to reformers such as Heinrich Bullinger, Martin Bucer, and Peter 
Martyr Vermigli.  Thus, it is not surprising that he could see the potential of such a 
network for the advancement of reform. 
The relationships that developed in the colleges could turn young men into 
lifelong friends, or lifelong enemies. Jewel met reformers such as Richard Cox, 
Laurence Humphrey, William Whittingham, John Proctor, and William Cecil 
through his Oxford connections, and these men proved to be consistent sources of 
support throughout his Elizabethan career.  However, Jewel also met the man who 
would be come his nemesis while attending Oxford:  Thomas Harding.  The two 
men’s lives developed in a strange sort of parallel that culminated in their decade-
long polemical battle known as the Jewel-Harding controversy.  They were both 
born in Devon, and both went to Barnstaple school before advancing to Oxford.  It is 
doubtful that the two men knew each other at grammar school, however.  Harding 
was born in 1516 and Jewel in 1522, an age difference great enough to suggest that 
they would have been there at different times.
87
  
Both Jewel and Harding came in contact with the new learning at Oxford and 
developed humanistic and reforming beliefs.  Harding was elected a fellow of New 
College in 1536, and became a bachelor of arts in 1537 and a master of arts in 1542.  
He also took the post of king’s professor of Hebrew in 1542.88  Jewel earned his BA 
three years after Harding, and his MA in 1545, three years after Harding.
89
  In fact, 
Jewel trailed along behind Harding for every degree, until they started to work on 
their Bachelors of Divinity.  Jewel earned his Bachelor of Divinity in 1551, and 
Harding was only admitted to the degree in 1552.
90
  Jewel later pointed that out 
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when Harding questioned his learning:  ‘for it is well known that I…proceeded 
Bachelor in Divinity in the University of Oxford one whole year and more before Mr 
Harding’.91   
On the accession of Mary, Jewel maintained his reforming faith, while 
Harding recanted and returned to Catholicism.  These decisions could have been 
influenced by the differences in the religious atmosphere of their colleges.  The 
founder of New College was William of Wykeham, and the college statutes reflect 
Wykeham’s firm belief that the way to advancement was through the institution of 
the Catholic Church.
92
  College historian Hastings Rashdall noted that New College 
was an ecclesiastical foundation, designed by a cleric to produce more clerics, ones 
who could best make a stand ‘against the heretics who were on every side catching 
the ear of the religious-minded laity’.93  Henri de Vocht’s biographical article of 
Harding also suggested that Harding was influenced by his college fellows.  He 
pointed out that Harding’s education at the college took place at the same time as 
several others ‘who were to be among the most learned of the Romanists under Mary 
and Elizabeth’, and may have helped Harding return to Catholicism.94  This included 
four of the men who would later support Harding in his controversy against Jewel:  
Nicholas Sander, John Martial, Thomas Stapleton and John Rastell.  This suggests 
that it was not only Jewel who developed a network of scholars during his years at 
Oxford.  The foundation of his opposition was laid at the same time. 
 
Reformations of the Universal Church (1530-1547) 
The previous section discussed how Jewel was personally affected by the 
changes in the educational system of the early 1500s, and how these changes brought 
him into a network of scholars that would provide useful support and important 
contacts for him throughout his career.  This section will withdraw from Jewel 
himself somewhat, and look at the changing concept of the Catholic Church during 
the Henrican reformation.  The religious and political events of Henry’s later years 
as king began the examination of catholicity that would continue and expand during 
the Elizabethan Reformation, and this section will show that Jewel’s later definition 
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of the universal church, as well as his advocacy of the episcopacy and the royal 
supremacy, reflected many Henrican ideas.     
Oxford was heavily involved in the changes in religion that took place in the 
1530s.  The first major royal visitation took place in 1535, and Jewel may have been 
attending Merton by the time it began.  As Donald Logan points out, this visitation 
was a crucial point:  ‘not only in university history, because it effected significant 
internal educational changes, but also in general English history, because it redefined 
the relationship of the state to the academy’.  Logan offers two reasons why the 
universities were visited at this point:  first, to secure their acceptance of the royal 
supremacy, and second, to enforce curriculum changes.
95
  The royal visitors 
managed to accomplish this, and also calmed some major issues that were causing a 
rupture between Oxford town and Oxford university.  Thus, Jewel’s first experience 
with crown control was with the royal visitors calming the tensions and establishing 
a curriculum with which he was already familiar.   
Jewel also saw the universities acquiesce in the visitations remarkably easily, 
considering how much they had to lose.  As Charles Mallet pointed out, ‘no 
institutions depended more than the universities upon the church.  None owed more 
to the special jurisdiction, the privileged immunities, which the clergy had 
secured’.96  To fall in line with changes that asserted crown control lessened the 
power of the clergy, and put these privileges at risk.  However, not to fall in line with 
the crown was perhaps the greater risk.  Mark Curtis and Donald Logan both saw 
acquiescence as a means of survival:  Curtis pointed out the amount of change 
occurring, which made the universities seek assistance from the crown.
97
  Logan was 
more specific, connecting Oxford’s bid for crown assistance to their troubles with 
the town by suggesting that the university needed a powerful patron to keep the 
peace between them.
98
   
The men of the new learning at the university, such as Jewel’s tutor Parkhurst 
and some of the fellows at Corpus, were more likely to support the royal supremacy 
than were the conservatives.  As Alec Ryrie puts it, ‘royal power was undoubtedly 
legitimate, so any argument between church and state had the potential to damage 
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Catholic legitimacy…the reformers could [then] gain legitimacy for themselves’.99  
Aligning with the power of the crown increased the possibility of success for the 
reformers, and they needed that support to negotiate the murderous landscape of a 
university divided.  The reformers were constantly challenged by the question of 
‘where was your church before Luther?’, and the only answer they had come up with 
was Lollardy. This offered only a very limited legitimacy.  As Ryrie argues, ‘a 
church of 150 years’ standing, was, of course, preferable to one of fifteen years, but 
it was still hardly a universal church’.100 Both the reformers and the monarch needed 
to establish a universal church: one that could be legitimately catholic and yet led by 
an English king. The term ‘catholic’ began to take on a different cast, and so begins 
the examination of catholicity that is one of the principal concerns of this thesis.   
Historian of religion Peter Marshall has studied how the term ‘catholic’, 
which was once a word that was synonymous with ‘Christian’, began to represent a 
particular version of Christianity in the 1530s. While virtually everyone agreed that 
‘catholic’ Christianity was correct, in contrast with the other variations that were not, 
everyone had a different definition of what constituted ‘catholic’ Christianity.  For 
some, it meant the opposite of heresy; for others, it meant the religion that agreed 
with the royal policy.
101
  Lucy Wooding reinforces Marshall’s analysis, arguing that 
after the King’s Great Matter ‘anyone who wished to perpetuate their Catholic faith 
had henceforth to accept the king’s redefinition of that faith’.102  
From the  first stirrings of reform in the 1520s, conservatives and reformers 
both fought to claim the title of ‘catholic’.  Use of the term changed as polemicists 
argued about the nature of the church, and some of the same arguments can be found 
in Elizabethan debates.  In the late 1520s, the reformer Robert Barnes was quite 
explicit about his redefinition of the role of the Catholic Church, in a way that was 
typical of Henrican reformers but at the same time showed some elements that would 
become characteristic of later arguments.  He gave the pope a greater role than any 
Elizabethan reformer would have allowed when he claimed that ‘the pope is but the 
vicar of Christ and not the very head of the church’.  However, he also said that ‘the 
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universal church standeth the election of all faithful men, and all faithful men of the 
world would make that universal church’, which shows a concern for election that 
would preoccupy late-Elizabethan disputes over the nature of the church.
103
  Barnes 
went on to set apart the universal church from the Catholic Church, claiming that 
‘you have always made yourself the holy church, yea and without any holiness.  
Now have I declared unto you, what is the holy church, that is, the congregation of 
faithful men throughout all the world’.104  This emphasis on the importance of faith 
to gaining membership in the universal church would later become a major part of 
Jewel’s arguments. 
Barnes was forced to recant his beliefs regarding the universal church in the 
1520s. However, after the break with Rome, more and more reformers developed a 
definition of the universal church that aligned with his.  In his preface to his 1534 
English New Testament, William Tyndale declared ‘before the universal 
congregation that believes in [Christ]…[that] I believe according to the open and 
manifest Scriptures and Catholic faith’.  Tyndale spoke to the universal 
congregation, which suggests that he was not referring to the institution of the 
church, and he made faith a criteria for membership in that universal congregation.  
Significantly, he did not use the word ‘church’.   
The use of ‘congregation’ rather than ‘church’ came up in Tyndale’s debate 
with Thomas More as well, as shown in Jan James’ recent research into accusations 
of malice in early sixteenth-century debate.  James clearly contrasts the viewpoints 
of each of these men over the use of those terms.  To More, the traditional church 
had authority because of its longevity.  It had inherited its faith from the earliest 
church, and Christ had promised that its faith would not fail.
105
  Tyndale and his 
contemporaries did not agree; they believed that their church had authority because it 
had spiritual and theological continuity.
106
  This debate led to a question over what 
defined the church:  More said that while every church was a congregation, not every 
congregation was a church. Tyndale countered that the word ‘church’ could refer to 
the place, the body of the clergy, or the gathering of people, and he felt that the 
original word actually meant the gathering of people, specifically faithful people.
107
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Separating the institution from the faith continued after this debate.  In 1537, 
the Institution of the Christian Man (commonly known as the Bishops’ Book) was 
published, with the purpose of providing Christians with all they needed ‘either to 
believe or to do’, by explaining the creed, the sacraments, the Ten Commandments, 
and the Paternoster.
108
 In its explanations, the Bishops’ Book presented an exact 
definition of the Catholic Church.  The ninth article said that ‘I believe…that there is 
and has been ever from the beginning of the world…one certain number, society, 
communion, or company of the elect and faithful people of God’, under Christ and 
including all the faithful people of God who had already died.  It went on to say that 
‘I believe that this congregation…[is] the holy catholic church…the very mystical 
body of Christ’.109   
The ‘holy catholic church’ as described in the Bishops’ Book lived within the 
visible church on earth.  It was ‘catholic’ in the sense that it was not limited to one 
geographical area, but ‘dispersed and spread universally throughout the whole 
world’.110  The size of the congregation did not matter; all that mattered was that the 
members of it believed in the Trinity, used the sacraments rightly, and correctly 
interpreted scripture. Jewel later used the same criteria to define the true church 
during his controversy with Harding, although he never dwelled upon the necessity 
of belief in the Trinity.  To him, that blended in with the correct interpretation of the 
Bible.   
The Bishops’ Book defined the universal church not only in terms of what it 
was, but in terms of what it was not, which can be seen as one of the first examples 
of the ‘violent moderation’ through governance discussed by Ethan Shagan.  It 
denied that the Church of Rome could be called the Catholic Church: instead, it was 
‘only a particular member thereof, and cannot challenge or vindicate of right, and by 
word of God, to…have any superiority over the other churches of Christ which be in 
England, France, Spain or any other realm’. This foreshadowed the arguments over 
the visible and invisible churches of the later Elizabethan era, such as the work of  
religious controversialist Thomas Cartwright and the future archbishop John 
Whitgift.  It also rejected legitimacy through physical universality, an argument that 
formed a major part of the Roman Church’s self-defence throughout the sixteenth 
century.  The Bishops’ Book insisted that Christ was the head of the universal 
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church, in whatever country it was found, and its unity was ‘a mere spiritual unity’, 
not a physical one.
111
  Thirty years later, Harding and his fellows were still claiming 
legitimacy for the Roman Church based on its physical universality, and Jewel 
maintained a stance very similar to that in the Bishops’ Book, insisting that the 
universal church was a matter of spiritual connection rather than physical. 
After the Bishops’ Book, reformers further clarified the layers of meaning 
involved in the term ‘catholic’, both in how it could be applied to the political events 
taking place, and its religious context.  In 1538, the Scots theologian Alexander 
Alesius declared in a treatise against the pope and the general councils that no one 
should say ‘that the bishop of Rome is head of the universal church of Christ: it is 
not only untrue, but it is also heresy, and is directly against scripture’, because the 
universal church is the ‘congregation of all faithful people’.112 Alesius was a strong 
supporter of the power of the monarchy, which influenced how he saw the headship 
of the church.
113
  Other reformers were less concerned with the political 
implications, and more concerned with the individuals involved.   
For example, four years after Alesius’ treatise the Bible translator Miles 
Coverdale published a vehement refutation of the bishop and friar Henry Standish.  
Coverdale said that the ‘catholic or universal church’ was a congregation of the 
faithful who accepted salvation solely through Christ and his promises as revealed in 
Scripture.
114
 In 1543 George Joye, who like Coverdale had worked with William 
Tyndale, took his definition further by including what was required on a daily basis.  
His idea of the ‘catholic’ church involved ‘the religion and true worship of God in 
spirit and in no outward ceremonies of men’.115 This can be paralleled in Jewel’s 
later work:  he also emphasized the spiritual standards of the true universal church, 
and rejected ‘outward ceremonies’ as a necessary part of the church.  
The next official definition of the term ‘catholic’ came in A Necessary 
Doctrine and Erudition For Any Christian Man (1543), commonly called the King’s 
Book.  The King’s Book claimed to contain ‘a perfect and sufficient doctrine’ that 
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would help people know God and learn how to live in a way which was grounded on 
scripture. It gave two definitions for the word ‘church’:  ‘an assembly of people 
called out…to one faith and confession in the name of Christ’, and ‘the place 
wherein the word of God is commonly preached and the sacraments administered’.  
The two definitions were distinguished by calling the building ‘the church’ and the 
assembly of God ‘the holy church’, a division first begun by Barnes in the 1520s. 
This careful distinction was made for the same reason as the two churches were 
distinguished in the Bishops’ Book:  because there were some people in the building 
of the church who did not belong to the holy church.
116 
 The holy church was ‘also 
catholic, that is to say, not limited to any one place or region of the world, but is in 
every place universally through the world’.  It was subject to many governors and 
rulers, but it was all governed by one Holy Spirit, and had no obligation to 
acknowledge the universal authority of the pope.
117
   
The King’s Book represented Henry VIII’s withdrawal from reform, and he 
continued this withdrawal through a limitation on Bible reading after its 
publication.
118
  However - not surprisingly - Henry did not draw back from the 
rejection of papal authority.  The letter to his subjects that prefaced the King’s Book 
ended with the hope that all of his subjects would ‘after this life…reign in joy 
everlasting with the only head of the universal catholic church, our saviour and 
redeemer Jesus Christ’.119 The use of ‘universal catholic church’ rather than simply 
‘catholic church’ is repeated in the articles, where it specifies that the universal 
catholic church is Christ’s mystical body.120  This suggests that the two terms are 
juxtaposed in an attempt to clarify what was meant by ‘catholic’: no longer was the 
term considered self-explanatory.   
After the publication of the King’s Book, the religious landscape grew more 
dangerous for the reformers, as some of them found themselves persecuted for their 
resistance to the Six Articles.
121
  One of these reformers was Anne Askew.  John 
Bale recorded that she managed to evade martyrdom in 1545 by qualifying her 
recantation with the words:  ‘I Anne Askew do believe all manner of things 
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contained in the faith of the catholic church’.  Bishop Bonner ‘flung into his chamber 
in a great fury’ after he read that, and Bale paused in his commentary to make note 
of this reaction.   
Was not this…a sore matter to be so grievously taken of this 
prelate?  …This word catholic was not wont to offend them:  
how becomes it now a name so odious?  Peradventure through 
this only occasion.  They knew not til now of late years…the 
true signification thereof.  As that it is so much to say in the 
English as the universal or whole.  Aforetime, they took it to  
mean their oiled congregation alone.
122
  
This incident shows how completely the use of the term ‘catholic’ had 
changed since the early 1520s.  Bale suggested that Catholics such as Bonner had not 
known that ‘catholic’ meant ‘universal’, but perhaps it would be more accurate to 
say that the definition of  ‘catholic’ had gone through a transition.  Traditionally, as 
shown in More and Tyndale’s arguments, ‘catholic’ meant physically and concretely 
universal, as represented by the institution of the church throughout the world.  With 
the reformers insisting that the ‘catholic’ church was actually spiritual, it started to 
refer more and more to an abstract congregation of the faithful, living under various 
rulers and members of various churches.  ‘Universal’ came to be used to distinguish 
the two definitions, and further emphasize what ‘catholic’ actually meant. 
For Jewel, this shift in meaning became part of his re-definition of the 
universal church.  He later used the term ‘catholic’ in a way that clearly echoes the 
Henrican reformers both in tone and content.  In his 1562 Apology, Jewel declared 
that ‘there is one church of God’, and it is ‘catholic and universal’.  This is a form of 
rhetorical repetition for Jewel, since he used the terms interchangeably.  It is 
followed by a further emphasis of this point, when he said that the catholic and 
universal church was dispersed throughout the world.   ‘So that there is now no 
nation which can truly complain that they be shut forth and may not be of the church 
and people of God:  and that this church is the kingdom, the body and the spouse of 
Christ:  and that Christ alone is the prince of this kingdom.’   
In this Jewel acknowledged that different nations can all be part of the one 
church, and make up a kingdom that is separate from any physical kingdom wherein 
the church dwells.  He then connected the universality of the church to the episcopal 
structure: 
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…Furthermore that there be diverse degrees of ministers in the 
church…to whom is committed the office to instruct the people, 
and the whole charge and setting forth of religion, yet 
notwithstanding we say that there neither is nor can be any one 
man which may have the whole superiority in this universal 
state, for that Christ is ever present to assist his church, and  
needs not any man to supply his room.
123
  
This passage does not reflect the sort of Genevan-style reform one might 
expect from a Marian exile, if the common portrayal of Marian exiles is accepted.  It 
supports a complex ecclesiastical structure, and charges the clergy with the 
responsibility to ‘set forth’ religion.  It also makes it very clear that there is one 
leader for this church, Christ alone, and firmly rejects the papacy.  None of these 
ideas were specific to the later years of reformation under Elizabeth, nor do they 
show the sort of drastic change advocated by some of the more Genevan-inspired 
Marian exiles.  Thus, in 1562, Jewel presented a moderate picture of the Church of 
England, and used the term ‘universal church’ in a way that reflected many of the 
statements about the universal church made by reformers in the 1530s and 1540s.   
 
Training a Reformer 
The concept of the universal church which Jewel developed during the reign 
of Henry VIII would be further strengthened during Edward’s reign, when he started 
working with Peter Martyr Vermigli.  In 1554, when he left England for exile, Jewel 
carried these ideas with him.  As will be discussed further in chapter two, Jewel was 
part of a group of exiles on the continent who worked to preserve the English church 
in its Edwardian form.  The significance of these exiles’ efforts has been lost in 
much of the historiography of the Marian exile.  Focus has centred on the group of 
exiles who wanted to make the English church reflect a more continental style of 
worship.  This is in part due to the popularity of puritan studies, which often treat 
those exiles as puritan forerunners. 
Jewel, like many of his fellow scholars, maintained his adherence to the 
Edwardian church and the royal supremacy.  As historian Wyndham Southgate 
noted, Jewel represented a tradition of ‘unity and moderation, for which Cranmer 
and Bucer and Martyr had laboured’.124  Modern historians often class Jewel with 
Thomas Cranmer in this way.  Horton Davies, a scholar of religious history, suggests 
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that Jewel echoed Cranmer’s Eucharistic doctrine.  Torrance Kirby and Patrick 
Collinson see a similarity between Jewel and Cranmer’s methods for reforming the 
church, and both William Haugaard and Jean-Louis Quantin note that Jewel and 
Cranmer used the church fathers as authorities to defend their doctrine.
125
  These 
comparisons provide a context for Jewel’s efforts to unify and maintain the moderate 
stance of the church, and suggest that his views on reform can be traced back to the 
years before Elizabeth even took the throne.  This further challenges the image of 
Jewel as a reformer who lost his zeal once he became a bishop in 1560.   
Jewel was similar to Cranmer in another way:  he spent a significant portion 
of his life arguing against the authority of the pope and for the legitimacy of the 
universal Church of  England.  This section will discuss the training which Jewel 
received for this task during his years in Oxford.  Learning the skills of rhetoric, 
defined by the scholar of Renaissance humanism Paul Kristeller as ‘the art of 
persuasion, of the probable argument’, was a major part of the Oxford curriculum.126  
Cultural historian Walter Ong made note of the deeper effect of the teaching of 
rhetoric:  it gave students ‘no training whatsoever in uncommitted, objective, neutral 
exposition or narrative. …Rhetoric is the art of persuasion, and the orator who 
exemplifies its training is a committed man, one who speaks for a side’.127  Jewel 
was certainly a committed man for the reformed church, and, as the next chapter will 
discuss further, he developed an adversarial mentality during the reign of Edward.  
Thus, he did indeed speak for one ‘side’, and he contributed greatly to the definition 
and defence of it.   
The rhetoric lectures at Corpus Christi commenced daily at eight in the 
morning. Three days a week, the lectures were based on Cicero, Quintilian, Sallust, 
and Suetonius.  On the remaining three days, the lectures were based on Virgil, Ovid, 
Lucian, Juvenal, or Terence.  On feast days the lecturer would ‘read and explain’ 
Horace or Persius.
128
  Jewel read Aristotle’s Rhetoric, Cicero’s orations and De 
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Oratore, and the speeches of Demosthenes.  He spent a lot of his time working on 
the style and content of his rhetoric. In his 1573 Latin biography, Laurence 
Humphrey reported that Jewel would walk in the woods at Shotover for hours 
reciting Cicero and Demosthenes.
129
  By doing this, Jewel undoubtedly absorbed 
more than the style of the orators.  Cicero’s orations would have shown him 
something of the role of a magistrate, and Demosthenes has been described by the 
scholar of rhetoric Harry Caplan as ‘spokesman of the highest sincerity for the ideals 
of democracy’, so they would have exposed Jewel to various forms of 
government.
130
  Perhaps this is where Jewel developed a philosophy that could be 
called civic or princely humanism.   
Also, learning out of all these authors had one common purpose:  as Caplan 
says, ‘the classical authors were fully searched and carefully excerpted for the 
specific use of preachers’.131 Although there were many kinds of rhetoric, designed 
for many occasions, the major purpose for learning rhetoric at this time was to train 
men to give sermons.  Literature scholar Marion Trousdale associates Renaissance 
persuasive speech with that of Greece, and claims that Renaissance rhetoric was ‘a 
means of influencing those in power, of winning arguments, of controlling other 
minds’.  Most importantly, it gave the orator ‘enormous power…the power through 
speech to move others to action’.132  During the sixteenth century, the desire to move 
people to action was manifested in the desire for conversion.  Sermons were vital for 
several reasons, not the least of which was that England at this time was still very 
much an oral culture, despite the importance of print.  Patrick Collinson and 
Reformation historian Andrew Pettegree have both written about the importance of 
oral communication at this time, especially in sermon form.  Collinson claimed that 
many Protestants insisted that it was only through hearing the word preached that 
faith could be developed.
133
  Pettegree notes that sermons were a means of 
disseminating information, a way of capturing attention, and perhaps most 
importantly a opportunity for engagement between clergy and laity.
134
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This engagement had been part of late-medieval preaching as well. Paul 
Kristeller claimed that the sermons of the sixteenth century were actually ‘heavily 
dependent on a strong and prolific medieval tradition’.135  Pettegree takes this 
further, stating that the reformers were aware of both the effectiveness of medieval 
preaching and the need to transform it if they were to transform society.  Therefore, 
they kept only the aspects of medieval preaching that were effective in persuading 
their audience, such as ‘a sense of the sermon as performance; a belief that preaching 
could transform the lives of those who stood before them; and a belief that the spirit 
of God was embodied in the preacher’.136 Jewel was representative of this new form 
of preaching; he used his skills in rhetoric to dramatic effect, and portrayed himself 
as a messenger for God, preaching what he had first been told.  
Jewel was well known for his skill in speech that moved others to action by 
the time he began to work toward a Bachelor of Divinity.  According to Humphrey, 
Jewel’s tutors at Corpus Christi were always pleased with Jewel’s early orations, and 
allowed him to read them to his fellows at the dinner hour.  One of these orations 
praised President Morwen’s dog, which apparently was a source of great amusement 
and gave Jewel a  reputation for wit.
137
  Later in his academic career, Jewel’s skill in 
rhetoric made him a popular lecturer, and he was named Reader in Humanity and 
Rhetoric in 1548, which was a public lectureship open to all the university students.   
One of the few of these early orations that is still extant is his Oratio Contra 
Rhetoricam.  It was an eloquent condemnation of  rhetoric presented in grand 
rhetorical style, and thus it was most likely meant to be ironic. Still, it skilfully 
argued the opposite of what one might expect the Reader in Rhetoric to argue – so 
skilfully that C.S. Lewis thought that it had great literary merit.  He mourned that 
this work was not seriously intended, since ‘we should have to salute a man who 
stood almost alone in maintaining that rhetorical study is a total waste of time, [and] 
that rhetoricians are neither better understood nor more believed than natural 
speakers’.138  
Although this was an oration, not a sermon, it did show an aspect of Jewel 
that later appeared in his preaching style.  Ecclesiastical historian and theologian 
John Booty, in his 1963 biography of Jewel, found evidence of Jewel’s early 
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reforming tendencies in this oration.  He considered Jewel’s apparent rejection of 
Cicero to be a sly show of support for reformation.  Jewel seemed to be saying ‘that 
none would attack the new Ciceronianism unless he were a papist and a 
scholastic’.139 This interpretation disagreed with that of Wyndham Southgate, who 
suggested that the Oratio was not a religious or reforming work in any way.
140
 
Southgate did not fully discuss what the Oratio was, however, and neither did Gary 
Jenkins.  
All three may well have missed the actual purpose of the oration.  The Oratio 
follows a very precise structure, displays the Renaissance humanists’ emphasis on 
choosing the right word, and summarizes and demonstrates most, if not all, of the 
skills that make up effective rhetoric.  Thus, it can be viewed as a very clever and 
effective model for students to imitate.  In one section, Jewel launched into a 
passionate expression of regret for the ‘waste of time’ that is rhetoric: 
Why do they strive for so many verbal fancies, so many  
shadows and follies?  Why in free prose do they devise rhythms 
and restrictions?  Why do they use suspicions, conjectures, 
opinions, tales and rumours as their weapons?  Why do they 
lay so many traps to ensnare our ears?  What is the purpose of  
these figures of speech, those forms and devices which they call  
illuminations…the metonomies, apostrophes..allegories… 
exclamations, pauses, justifications, understatements and 
hyperboles? …What is the purpose of those facial expressions, 
the grand posturing, the cringing?  Why the outstretched hands, 
the thigh-slapping and stamping of the foot?
141
 
One can imagine with what ‘outstretched arms, thigh-slapping and stamping 
of the foot’ this was spoken, which would have further emphasized the irony of his 
point and the effectiveness of his style. Thus, considering his audience, it could be 
argued that the purpose of this oration was to teach, to move young men to study, to 
work, to develop their wit and their skills in rhetoric.  In this way, it brings to mind 
Jewel’s 1551 oration and foreshadows his famous sermons of the 1560s, which 
reflected much the same passion for educating people as this oration did, even 
though his reason for educating them changed.  Jewel used the same style, the same 
tricks of figurative language, and the same precise selection of words in his sermons, 
and later in his polemical works and apologetics.   
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Conclusion 
The very foundations of society were under attack during Jewel’s early years 
at Oxford.  During those years, the definition of the term ‘catholic’ began to change, 
due to a new emphasis on the spiritual congregation of faithful people that made up 
the true universal church.  Many of the arguments against the Roman Church that 
Jewel later used to such effect in his controversy with Thomas Harding first 
appeared during this time.  While there is no concrete evidence that Jewel read such 
publications as the Bishops’ Book or the King’s Book, it is highly likely that he did, 
considering his interest in reform, his study of divinity, and the official nature of 
these publications.   
It is also likely that Jewel was aware of alterations in the concept of 
catholicity due to the scholarly network in which he was involved.  This network 
included his tutor John Parkhurst, his patron Richard Chambers, and reformers such 
as Martin Bucer and Peter Martyr Vermigli.  It also brought him into contact with 
many other men who aimed to defend the English Church, who first became his 
fellow exiles and then his fellow workers in the cause of reform.  The long-standing 
connection between these men created a sense of unity and purpose that survived the 
Marian exile and helped them establish the Church of England under Elizabeth in a 
way that reflected its recent past under Edward and Henry.   
While it cannot be denied that the exile created new fissures in the definition 
of the catholic church in England, this chapter has shown that there was still some 
continuity of thought that needs to be considered in studies of the Elizabethan 
settlement.  It has also challenged the view of Jewel as a reformer who lost his 
passion for reform by showing that Jewel’s vision for the doctrine and structure of 
the Church of England pre-dated the Marian exile.  It began when Jewel was a young 
man earning his degrees, and grew during the dangerous and exciting years of the 
Edwardian Reformation, which will be the focus of the next chapter. 
  
 
 
Chapter Two:  John Jewel and the Community of Reformers 
 
In the years between 1547 and 1558, John Jewel was drawn into the 
adversarial atmosphere of sixteenth-century theological debate through his 
relationship with Peter Martyr Vermigli.  Peter Martyr, as he was commonly known 
in England, was a reformer who left Italy for exile in 1542 and arrived in Oxford in 
1548.  He brought Jewel into the circle of foreign and domestic reformers in England 
whose similar views on doctrine created a collaborative reforming community.  This 
community, which evolved through the scholarly network discussed in chapter one, 
further defined the nature of the true universal church during the Edwardian 
reformation (1547-1553).  Then, the experience of exile during the reign of Mary 
(1553-1558) gave its members practical experience in defending their definition, 
which created in them a new self-awareness and sense of purpose.   
This new self-identity had an effect on the way that the returning exiles, 
including Jewel, defined the church in 1559.  The Elizabethan settlement has 
traditionally been associated with a via media, by which is meant a ‘middle way’ 
between Rome and Geneva that attempted to compromise between those two 
opposing forces.  This chapter will argue that there was no room for such a via media 
in this community.  The adversarial mentality of Martyr and other reformers meant 
that they looked on particular beliefs as either right or wrong, and did not consider 
compromise.  Rather, their goal was moderation – to be correctly balanced in their 
faith, in contrast with the extremes they saw around them. 
This chapter will develop the argument from chapter one that challenged the 
portrayal of the Marian exiles as the radical element that caused much of the conflict 
in 1559.  It will also further the premise of this thesis that an examination of Jewel’s 
early years is necessary to fully understand Jewel’s work for the Elizabethan church, 
by showing the twofold effect that the decade preceding Elizabeth’s accession had 
on him.  First, these years influenced his views on catholicity:  Jewel developed an 
adversarial concept of the universal church and aimed for balance through 
moderation, as his fellow members of the reforming community did.  Far from trying 
to form a middle-way religious compromise, he believed that the universal church 
was the true church whose members stood in firm opposition to the false church.  To 
him, this false church was not only the Church of Rome, as historians frequently 
claim.  It was any church that did not promote pure doctrine, which to Jewel and the 
50 
 
reforming community included Arians, Anabaptists, certain Lutherans who held 
ubiquitarian beliefs, and freewillers.   
Second, the experience of exile altered other people’s perception of Jewel. It 
was during this time that Jewel was fully recognized amongst his colleagues for his 
abilities as a scholar and a preacher, as well as for his pastoring skills that provided 
emotional and intellectual support for the exiles.  Through his experience working 
with members of the reforming community at Frankfurt and his association with the 
work of Peter Martyr, Jewel gained a reputation as a competent reformer.  This 
reputation encouraged his fellow members of the reforming community to involve 
him in the settlement of religion as soon as he arrived back in England in 1559.  It 
also gave weight to his later work in defence of the legitimacy of the church, which 
influenced the development of a Protestant self-identity for the Church of England.  
This self-identity assisted in the development of demarcation lines between the 
Church of England and the Church of Rome, as will be discussed further in the 
following chapters.    
Jewel’s years of exile have not been examined since Christina Garrett’s 
Marian Exiles of 1938.  This is despite scholars’ recent interest in the experience of 
exile and how it affected the Reformation, examples of which can be found in the 
work of Torrance Kirby, Jane Dawson, and Peter Marshall.  Kirby calls the Marian 
exile a ‘crucible’ that led to the Elizabethan settlement in its eventual form.1  
Reformation historian Jane Dawson considers the Marian exile a determining factor 
in the English reformers’ development of apocalyptic thought.2  Marshall argues that 
the Marian exile has pulled the focus of exile studies unjustly, and sees greater value 
in studying the wider phenomenon of exile in the sixteenth century.  However, 
Marshall also acknowledges the importance of the Marian exiles.  They were unique, 
because virtually all of them went back to England.
3
  This implies that the effects of 
their exile would also be unique, since they would have had a chance not many 
religious exiles have: to return, and influence the faith of their home nation.  How 
they took advantage of this will soon be discussed in more detail.  First, the exile 
itself must be examined. 
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This chapter begins with a discussion of the historiography, and then it is 
divided into two parts, which both take a chronological approach.  The first part will 
study how some of the major controversies that arose in the church during the 
Edwardian Reformation affected both the members and the enemies of the reforming 
community.  It will address the distortion of the relationship between Jewel and 
Martyr in the historiography, and the resulting portrayal of Jewel as a simple 
assistant rather than a reformer in his own right.  It is true that Jewel was still 
building his reputation during these years, and that he is often not singled out in 
records of major events.  However, an investigation of Peter Martyr’s work from this 
period reveals that Jewel had a greater role than is usually acknowledged.  
Significantly, he presented a vision of the Church of England that was similar to his 
later work, providing further evidence that he did not change his views after the 
accession of Elizabeth.   
 The second part of this chapter will further that investigation by extending it 
into the years of the Marian exile (1553-1558).  It will challenge the dominant view 
in the historiography that Jewel worked for Martyr as his secretary between 1555-
1558, arguing instead that it is more accurate to say that Jewel worked with Martyr in 
a position as Martyr’s secretary, since in his later writings Martyr himself portrayed 
their working relationship as an interactive one.  This may seem like a minor point, 
but it is actually quite important to establish Jewel in his proper place in the work of 
continental reform during the Marian exile.  He was an active participant in the exile 
community, not merely a foil for Martyr, and gained skills, experience and contacts 
that helped him rise rapidly to prominence in the early Elizabethan church.  
 
Foreign Influence and Domestic Faith 
The experience of exile is important for this chapter, in part because of the 
effect that foreign reformers had on the English Reformation.  As Torrance Kirby 
points out, the Marian exiles and other contemporaries acknowledged the 
contributions of men like Bullinger and Martyr to the development of English 
doctrine and beliefs, considering them ‘determiners of theological opinion on many 
of the crucial questions of the day’.4  However, acknowledging the connection 
between the continental and English reformations as Kirby does is a relatively recent 
development in the historiography of English ecclesiastical history.  The attitude that 
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the English Reformation was exceptional or isolated from the continent was 
dominant throughout the nineteenth century, and the early part of the twentieth 
century.  It can be found in works by historians as different in approach as Sydney 
Carter, A.G. Dickens, T.H.L. Parker and G.R. Elton. 
In his 1925 work The English Church and the Reformation, Sydney Carter 
focused exclusively on English reformers like Colet, Wycliffe, Cranmer, and 
Latimer.  He limited Luther’s influence by arguing that ‘even before the writings of 
the celebrated Wittenberg monk had reached England, three young Cambridge 
scholars, Tyndale, Bilney and Frith, were earnestly engaged in studying Erasmus’ 
Greek New Testament, and in imparting its precious truths to others’.5  This 
portrayed England as independent from the continent, and fully capable of forming 
and reforming its own faith.  Forty years later, A.G. Dickens’ influential English 
Reformation also set England apart from the continental reformation by attributing 
the success of Lutheranism (such as it was) to the ‘reception areas’ of faith that 
allowed it to take hold, which had been created by the English proto-reformer John 
Wycliffe.
6
  
Similarly, T.H.L. Parker’s study of the English reformers implied that no 
outside influence was needed for England to develop a new living faith in the 
sixteenth century.  He discarded the connections between England and the continent, 
claiming that any connections were merely part of the politics of reformation, not 
part of their faith.
7
  Elton also took a political bent, but applied it differently:  he saw 
the entire Reformation as primarily political, a ‘Cromwellian Revolution’ that was 
focused on increasing royal power through religion.  Being not primarily about the 
reform of the faith, it did not need the influence of the continental reformers.
8
  
In more recent historiography, scholars have begun to place the English 
Reformation in its continental context, acknowledging that it did not develop in 
isolation.  Reformation historian Gervaise Duffield has examined why scholars 
attempted to portray it so, noting that some scholars use the continental reformation 
as a scapegoat for the ‘wilder excesses’ of the English Reformation, rather than 
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examining its place in the full spectrum of Reformation learning in England.
9
  
Cultural and intellectual historian Carrie Euler suggests that Reformation historians 
have actually been ‘vaguely aware’ of the connection between England and the 
continent for years, ‘but the details and significance of the connection have never 
been researched thoroughly or absorbed into the larger narratives of either the 
English or Swiss Reformations’.  She attributes this to a tendency to emphasize the 
influence of Calvinism, at the expense of ignoring the other reformed traditions on 
the continent.
10
  It could also be attributed to historians’ tendency to look for what 
Luc Racaut calls ‘clear-cut contests that produce winners and losers’.11 Once the 
complexity and the interrelationships of the various reformed traditions is 
acknowledged, it becomes much more difficult to categorize Reformation ideologies, 
and much more difficult to separate the reformers.   
Significantly, even in this recent historiography, few historians explore how 
the English reformers placed their church and their faith within the greater context of 
Christendom and the concept of the true church.  Thus they miss an important aspect 
of the continental connection:  how it allowed the reformers to make the Church of 
England both unique and universal.  This is a paradox that was central to reformers 
of the Edwardian Reformation.  They formed a universal church out of the 
community of the faithful, and then methodically separated certain believers from 
that universal church.  That the reformers would create a paradox of this sort does 
not surprise early-modern historian Mark Greengrass, who considers such 
contradictory concepts ‘the stuff of sixteenth-century life’.  He suggests that the men 
who did not avow extreme theological positions were the most likely to use paradox, 
‘as a way of understanding their world and defining themselves in relation to 
commonly held…opinions’, which is another way of expressing the reformers’ 
determination to hold a properly balanced view in a world of extremes.
12
 
It was not an easy balance to maintain.  Thomas Betteridge, who studies early 
modern literature and history, used the chronicles written by sixteenth and 
seventeenth-century historians to show that Protestantism at this time was a 
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movement that ‘obsessively claimed an inherent exclusivity and integrity, while in 
the process of making this claim revealing its fractured and culturally antagonistic 
basis’.  He argued that these historians attempted to provide a stable social identity, 
and remove the conflict and anxiety about what it meant to be Protestant in the 
sixteenth century.
13
  This desire for a Protestant social identity connected to a need to 
legitimize the monarch’s headship of the church, and Betteridge claimed that part of 
the historians’ role was to provide this legitimacy.  ‘In mid-Tudor texts a godly 
monarch always seems to need a veritas-producing historian, a person whose texts 
reflect and enact this very claim to cultural authority.’14   
Betteridge’s work did not explore the connections between legitimizing the 
monarch’s headship of the church and the development of a national identity for the 
English, because he focused on the development of social identity.  However, the 
legitimization of the godly prince did help form a national identity as well.  The 
authority of the godly monarch and the monarch’s control over the process of 
Reformation made a significant difference.  To say with Maurice Powicke that the 
English Reformation was definitely an act of state might well be an overstatement, 
but the role of the state in the English Reformation cannot be ignored.
15
  Ethan 
Shagan makes the crown’s determination to maintain moderation a defining 
characteristic of the English Reformation, arguing that governance was about 
moderation in England more than anywhere else.
16
  Scholarship such as this makes 
both the temporal and the ecclesiastical leaders of the Reformation the architects of 
an English Reformation that was simultaneously spiritual and political.  This formula 
has many unstable elements, but it does put the role of continental reformers in the 
English Church back into the mix. It also gives the reformers a unique place within 
it, as political as well as spiritual leaders.  
Peter Martyr makes a good example of this sort of reformer.  Marven 
Anderson suggests that Martyr was not just an influential developer of theology, but 
an active worker in changing the role and structure of the Tudor Church.
17
  This led 
to a new understanding of the royal supremacy:  as Torrance Kirby notes, Martyr 
was involved in public affairs from the beginning of his time in England, and his 
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work on defining the duties and privileges of the godly magistrate helped develop 
and define the role of the prince in the church.
18
 Like Kirby, Robert Kingdon thinks 
Martyr had an impact on politics in England, but he takes it further by pointing out 
that English politics had an equal impact on Martyr.  Martyr’s later political thought 
did not reflect the needs of the government of free cities, such as those in which he 
lived.  Instead, it mainly reflected the needs of a monarchy, which Kingdon attributes 
to Martyr’s time spent in England.19  However, it also could have been due to the 
interaction Martyr had with English scholars on the continent.  Perhaps Martyr’s 
concern for monarchical forms of government derived from the time he spent 
studying with English scholars such as Jewel.  This would support the idea of their 
relationship as an interactive one, in which influence and scholarship went both 
ways.  The next section will provide further evidence for that possibility. 
 
The Myth of Martyr 
Many historians, such as Torrance Kirby and Anne Overell, as well as 
theologians such Andreas Löwe, G.W. Bromily and Gary Jenkins, all describe Jewel 
as an admirer or a disciple of Martyr. This implies that he had very few thoughts of 
his own, and the resulting images are not flattering.
20
  Löwe, for example, uses the 
teacher-student relationship to make Martyr and Jewel seem like a pair of malicious 
gossips, spreading rumours about the private life of Catholic controversialist Richard 
Smyth to anyone who would listen.
21
 Ironically, this portrayal was initiated by one of 
Jewel’s close friends:  Laurence Humphrey, his first biographer.  Humphrey called 
Jewel Martyr’s ‘disciple’ but did not mean it to detract from Jewel’s reputation as a 
theologian.  His intention was probably far simpler: to enhance Jewel’s reputation as 
reformer by connecting him to a prominent figure of the continental reformation.  
However, many historians call this into question.  Marshall M. Knappen, 
John Booty and Wyndham Southgate have all used Humphrey’s description to give 
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his portrayal of Jewel a hidden agenda.  They suggested that Humphrey was 
promoting Jewel’s secret puritan beliefs in his Iuelli…Vita et Mors by calling Jewel 
Martyr’s ‘disciple’, because Peter Martyr was also often portrayed as sympathetic to 
puritan beliefs.  The result, as summarized by Southgate, is that ‘the conventional 
characterization [of Jewel] with which we are presented is that of a churchman 
deeply sympathetic to Puritanism but forced by the pressure of administrative 
responsibility and political reality to a half-hearted acceptance of [the established 
church]’.22  Essentially, Humphrey’s portrayal of Jewel as Martyr’s disciple has been 
used to contribute both to the viewpoint that Jewel lost his reforming zeal after 
becoming bishop, and to a distortion of Jewel and Martyr’s relationship. 
Evidence from letters between Martyr, Jewel and other English reformers, as 
well as other contemporary accounts of Jewel, do not put Martyr and Jewel’s 
relationship in that light.  It would be far more accurate to describe Martyr and 
Jewel’s relationship as one of close friends, or even family.  Martyr’s biographer, 
Josiah Simler, dedicated his 1563 Oratio of Martyr’s life to Jewel, and in his Latin 
dedication said:  ‘for you [Jewel] accounted him [Martyr] in the place of a father, 
and he in like manner most willingly confessed you to be unto him in age a son and 
in dignity a father’.23  This suggests that neither party felt that Jewel was inferior, 
which would suit their history together.  After all, they had begun their relationship 
as near equals:  as Anne Overell points out, in 1547 Martyr was not yet a well-
respected giant of theological debate.
24
  Similarly, Salvatore Corda pointed out that 
Martyr was neither famous nor innovative in his theology before he came to 
England.
25
  Martyr’s later reputation as a reformer is often projected backwards to 
this time in Oxford, and it is easy to forget that in 1547 Martyr had only published 
two short works, and that he had only left the Catholic Church five years before.   
Although we know that Jewel began to appreciate Martyr’s teaching very 
quickly, there is no evidence that Jewel was, as Gary Jenkins suggests, in thrall to 
Martyr.  Jewel was not a youth when Martyr arrived; he had already established a 
reputation as a scholar through his studies in Oxford and his position as a teacher.  It 
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is easy to find evidence of Jewel’s work with Martyr in Jewel’s later works and 
assume that it means that Martyr completely changed Jewel’s doctrinal beliefs and 
made him a sort of miniature version of himself.  This does not consider the way 
Martyr and the reformers worked, which was in a community that shared ideas and 
aimed for unity and truth.   
As the theologian and ecumenist Paul Avis argues, the reformers believed 
that ‘unity must be in verity’, so they ‘pitted an apostolic succession of true doctrine 
against an apostolic succession of unworthy prelates’.26 They chose to align their 
beliefs as much as possible, so that they could stand united against the arguments of 
the Roman Church.  Within such a community, it is not surprising to find similar 
ideas shared between contemporaries.  Patrick Collinson points out that these 
reformers ‘were all reading the same Bible, the same St Paul, [so] we need to be 
ultra-cautious in asserting that B was influenced by A’.27  It is far more likely that 
influence moved horizontally, as ideas and interpretations were exchanged freely 
between fellow members of the reforming community. 
It is important to make a brief note about sources at this point, before the 
chapter divides into its two main sections. There are few published works of Jewel 
from this era.  Mostly, this chapter relies on Jewel’s earliest sermon, his 
correspondence in The Zurich Letters, and some of Martyr’s published works which 
Jewel helped to prepare.  These include the commentaries on Romans, 1 Corinthians, 
and Judges, the Treatise on the Sacrament, the Disputation on the Sacrament, and 
The Dialogue of the Two Natures in Christ.  This chapter also makes use of some of 
Martyr’s unpublished works, such as his sermons and letters.  In this a debt is owed 
to the recent translations of Peter Martyr’s letters, sermons and treatises that were 
provided by the Peter Martyr Library. 
These sources are discussed in the context in which they were written or 
presented, not when they were printed.  For example, the commentary on 1 
Corinthians was probably written before Martyr arrived in Oxford and then adapted 
as he presented it during lectures in 1548-9, but it was not published until 1550.
28
  
Much of Martyr’s work against ubiquitarianism, with which Jewel assisted, took 
place during the late 1550s, but a lot of it was not published until 1561, after Jewel 
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had taken up his position as a bishop enforcing the Elizabethan settlement.  Thus, 
Jewel’s involvement in countering this heresy is often forgotten.  Also, Martyr had a 
tendency to delay publication in order to perfect his work, so many of his 
commentaries and treatises were collected and published after his death in 1563.  
This delay in publication creates another difficulty:  some of Martyr’s works were so 
heavily edited that it is difficult to find Martyr’s voice within them.29  Therefore, as 
much as possible, the editions published by Martyr himself are used in this chapter. 
 
Part One:  Conflict and Communion in Oxford 
 
The relationship between Jewel and Martyr began early in 1548, soon after 
Martyr arrived in Oxford.  They probably met through Jewel’s tutor John Parkhurst, 
and the two men developed a friendship that might well have been based on their 
common interest in education.
30
  Both were popular lecturers, and both combined 
their scholarly writings with their teaching.  Martyr valued education highly; he 
preached on the importance of studying theology at least three times while in 
England, a theme which also frequently appeared in Jewel’s sermons. This reflected 
their shared belief in the importance of educated preachers in the business of 
promoting a balanced, reformed faith.  Jewel continued to preach about this even 
after his return from exile, and once presented that message to the queen herself.
31
  
Jewel joined the small group of men who gathered at Martyr’s house for 
private study and lectures, later described by Josiah Simler as all of Martyr’s friends 
who ‘loved the pure and true doctrine’.32 This group was part of the wider 
community of reformers, and Simler’s description shows its adversarial nature:  they 
all had similar ideas of what was ‘pure and true’ doctrine, which implies rejection of 
flawed doctrine.  They also had a clear purpose:  during their meetings, members 
discussed the major religious texts of the day, which were often used to promote the 
cause of reform.  An example can be seen in their work on the Saying of the 
Sacrament of Thanksgiving, a document on the Eucharist written by Martyr, which 
the group discussed and adapted to prepare it for distribution.  According to Marven 
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Anderson, it was then dedicated to the Duke of Somerset, and later used by Cranmer 
to ‘guide the Prayer Book through Parliament’.33   
Thomas Harding was a member of this group, although he was never at its 
core.  As he said in his 1566 Rejoinder to John Jewel, ‘you know M[aster] Jewel, no 
man better, how far I was from [Martyr’s] inward familiarity whereunto you were 
admitted’.34  Although it is difficult to tell whether Harding was actually excluded or 
just perceived himself as such, there is certainly a possibility that the group’s 
adversarial mentality made enemies out of people whose views did not entirely align 
with their own.  However, Jewel seemed to remember Harding as a member of the 
reforming community at this point.  He later marvelled how Harding’s conversion 
back to the Roman Church coincided perfectly with the death of Edward and the 
accession of Mary.
35
  
The wider community of reformers to which this study group belonged 
included Hugh Latimer, Nicholas Ridley, John Ponet, Anthony Cooke, and John 
Cheke, all of whom Josiah Simler claimed as Martyr’s friends.36  Other members 
were Jan A Lasco and Martin Bucer, who were leading reforming communities 
outside of Oxford.  Bucer held much the same position in Cambridge as Martyr did 
in Oxford, and Martyr’s correspondence with him shows his awareness of the 
community’s distinctiveness.  Martyr did not want Bucer to think that he was 
diverting from Bucer’s teachings or offended by what he wrote.37  He also wanted to 
maintain unity with Bucer:  in 1551, he said that he agreed with what Bucer and 
Calvin had decided about the Eucharist and intended to support them completely.  
This was despite any difficulties that might cause for him and his friends, although 
‘you would not, however, believe with what bitterness, obstinacy, perverseness and 
inflexibility of mind we are resisted by our adversaries, and on this very subject’.38  
Martyr’s phrasing here is typical of the adversarial mentality which characterised the 
reforming community; they thought in terms of friend and foe and often referred to 
those who resisted reform as ‘our adversaries’.39 
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Such a mentality brought new intensity to the religious landscape in which 
Martyr, Jewel and their fellow reformers found themselves.  Simler, in his Oratio on 
Martyr’s life, observed that Martyr’s relationships with those who were not part of 
the reforming community were often strained.  This took the form of physical 
attacks, heckling, and passive aggression. Some of the heads of houses at Oxford 
denied their scholars access to his lectures.
40
  Abbot John Feckenham accused 
Martyr of changing his religious views to suit the monarchy who supported him.
41
  
The priest William Tresham debated against Martyr regarding the real presence in 
the Eucharist, and published a book full of ‘slanderous remarks’ about the 
disputation.  John White, the headmaster of Winchester College, also published a 
tract against Martyr’s views of the Eucharist.42   
Martyr’s most vocal opponent was Richard Smyth, who had held the position 
of Regius Professor of Divinity from 1536 until it was transferred to Martyr in 1548. 
Not surprisingly, Smyth fought against Martyr’s presence at Oxford from the 
beginning.  Smyth attended Martyr’s lectures so he could challenge him, speaking 
out during the actual lectures and also arguing against Martyr in a series of polemical 
works.
43  
The conflict came to a head  when Smyth and a crowd of his followers 
showed up at one of Martyr’s lectures and demanded that Martyr debate with Smyth.  
Martyr refused until he had government permission, which was duly granted soon 
after.   
Their disputation was set for 4 May, 1549, but on the night before it began, 
Smyth fled the country.  Two of his friends took up the challenge, so Martyr 
rescheduled, and it took place from 28 to 31
 
May instead.  Three articles were set up 
for debate, which show that the central issues were transubstantiation and the real 
presence.
44
 Martyr acquitted himself well over the four days of the debate, and the 
moderator Richard Cox acknowledged that Martyr had fully answered the 
Romanists’ arguments.  However, Cox did not grant victory to either side, tactfully 
suspending rather than ending the debate by claiming that such major issues for the 
church would have to be decided by the king and the leaders of the church.
45
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This disputation became famous beyond the walls of the university, as a 
masterpiece of the reformed view of the Eucharist.  Historian and theologian Joseph 
McLelland, who has become a leading expert on Martyr, noted that it had two far-
reaching effects.  First, it broke down barriers and made room for the positive 
teaching of Bucer, who had just arrived when the disputation was taking place and 
began teaching in the autumn of that year.  Second, it meant that ‘Martyr’s doctrine, 
as defended in the disputation and set forth the same year in print…was now the 
recognized doctrine of the church’.  His work influenced the development of the 
1552 Prayer Book and the 42 Articles.
46
   
Significantly, Jewel participated in this important disputation.  He acted as a 
notary for Martyr, which meant that he was tasked to write down what was being 
said while people were speaking, and to act as a legal witness that what was written 
down was a true representation of what had occurred. Martyr acknowledged a debt to 
him in the published version of the debate:  in the preface, he praised Jewel’s work 
and expressed gratitude for Jewel’s help in preparing the manuscript for 
publication.
47
 Being Martyr’s notary for this disputation put Jewel at the forefront of 
developments in the reformation of the church.  It showed him how to apply 
scriptural knowledge to real-life issues, and how to argue from a historical context.  
It also gave Jewel experience in polemic and in publishing, which would later help 
him fulfil his tasks as defender of the Elizabethan church.  
The 1549 disputation greatly enhanced Martyr’s reputation as a reformer, and 
he was involved in even more projects from 1550 to the death of Edward in 1553.  
Perhaps the most significant of these was the re-writing of the ecclesiastical laws.
48
  
This project brought Martyr into closer contact with other members of the reforming 
community:  it was probably then that he met the prominent reformer Walter 
Haddon, the future martyr Rowland Taylor, and William Cecil, who would become 
Elizabeth’s Secretary of State.49  These connections proved beneficial not only to 
Martyr, but also to Jewel.  Jewel had the opportunity to go to court with Martyr 
during this time, and gained his first preferment as a rector in Sunningwell, a parish 
approximately four miles south of Oxford.  He was also shown favour in the 
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university.
50
 While Martyr was away from Oxford, Jewel was chosen to speak in his 
stead.  There, he presented the oration discussed in chapter one.
51
   
The most notable result of Jewel’s new involvement with the wider 
reforming community occurred in 1552.  Dr Morwen, the president of Corpus Christi 
College, was taken in for questioning by the Council on the charge of using a service 
other than the prayer book.  He was imprisoned and fined £200 before he was 
allowed to return.  While he was gone, the Council appointed Jewel as the president 
of the college.
52
 Remarkably, this incident has been passed over by many of Jewel’s 
biographers.  The clergyman and controversialist Daniel Featley did not mention it in 
the biographical sketch he attached to his 1609 collection of Jewel’s works.  Neither 
did John Ayre in the sketch he attached to the fourth volume of his 1835 collection 
of Jewel’s works, and it was also missing from John Craig’s article on Jewel in the 
Oxford Dictionary of National Biography.
53
   
Nor does there seem to be any documentary evidence of the event in college 
records.
54
  Even in the history of the college, written by Thomas Fowler in 1893, it is 
barely mentioned.  Fowler claimed that Morwen and several other fellows were 
‘secret adherents’ of the Roman religion, which is why they were committed to the 
Fleet and a letter was sent to the college appointing Jewel as president.
55
 Fowler 
seemed torn between his regard for college presidents and his admiration for Jewel 
in his account.  He attempted to put everyone in the best light possible, including 
‘secret adherents’ such as Morwen, and did not dwell on the means of Jewel’s 
appointment.     
Charles LeBas, the nineteenth-century clergyman who wrote several 
biographies of major Reformation figures, seems to be one of the few scholars who 
recognize the significance of this event, and even his recognition is limited.  He saw 
the significance of the position, not the appointment. As LeBas said, being a college 
president ‘demanded incessant exertion and self-devotion, being among the most 
active and distinguished promoters of sound literature, and of religion pure and 
undefiled’.  He acknowledged that Jewel had shown academic and administrative 
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skills that made him an eligible candidate to lead a college, and decided that Jewel’s 
reputation as a ‘faithful servant and champion of the truth’ may well have had 
something to do with his appointment.   
However, LeBas did not discuss how Jewel’s reputation had managed to 
reach the world outside of Oxford, nor the significance of the involvement of the 
Council.
 56
  This seems to be a great oversight, since the involvement of the Council 
in the decision shows that Jewel’s reputation had grown beyond the confines of the 
university.  When the leaders of reform in London needed someone they could trust, 
they chose Jewel, despite his relative inexperience.  This suggests that the reforming 
community had recognized Jewel as fellow-fighter against their adversaries.  It 
foreshadows Jewel’s later reputation as a champion of the church against both 
external and internal threats. 
This recognition occurred a few months after Jewel preached a sermon that 
showed the development of his adversarial mentality.  The sermon was based on the 
premise that there was a clear and simple division between the true and false 
churches, which would be the foundation of his 1560s sermons as well.  Before an 
audience of  other members of clergy, he began with an exhortation to fight for our 
church and stand against our enemies, lest they lose all that they had gained.  Jewel 
referred to his listeners and the godly people of England as ‘the church of God’;  the 
church which stood in opposition to the devil that constantly brought in vices and 
ignorance to confuse the flock of Christ.
57
  This church was meant to do as the 
apostles did and live, not only speak, their faith.  In that way ‘as oft as we speak, we 
may seem to speak the words of God’.58  
Jewel considered this church of God to be the true universal church, and he 
considered the English Church to be part of it:  ‘I commend unto your devotion the 
universal church of Christ, dispersed throughout the whole world, and now…in 
many places miserably afflicted, and namely this our Church of England’.59  To refer 
to the English Church as part of the universal church of Christ was a recent 
formulation, and reflected the change in the term ‘catholic’ which had been taking 
place over the last two decades.  By using it, Jewel gave distinction to the English 
Church, as part of the true church that was fighting against various enemies.  
Significantly, Rome was not the only ‘false church’ targeted in this sermon.  Jewel 
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also refuted the ubiquitarian belief in corporeal presence, using Acts 3:20-21 to 
argue against it: ‘And he shall send Jesus Christ, which before was preached unto 
you: whom the heavens must receive until the times of restitution of all things, which 
God hath spoken by the mouth of all his holy prophets since the world began’.60   
This verse refers to Christ’s human, physical body.  To Jewel, if the heavens 
had received Christ, then Christ was not on earth.  To think otherwise was to violate 
the sacrament.  As Jewel said, ‘Christ hath commanded the sacrament to be delivered 
whole:  men have torn the same after a miserable manner.  Christ willed that nothing 
should be added to his law:  men do not only add many things, but the same they 
prefer before the word of God’.61  Through this argument, Jewel protested against 
both transubstantiation and ubiquitarianism.  Both fell outside the realm of ‘our’ 
beliefs, making them part of the beliefs of ‘them’, the people who were not part of 
the true universal church. This was not an attempt to walk a middle way between two 
extremes; it was an attempt to maintain the right position in opposition to others, 
who were out of balance.   
Martyr fought against the ubiquitarians in terms similar to Jewel’s, and also 
challenged other sects.  In his Romans commentary, which Jewel helped to prepare 
for publication, Martyr spoke against people he considered Pelagians and Arians, 
and against the Anabaptists.  To those he called Pelagians, he said that despite their 
claim that the promises of God were general, they were in fact given as seals to the 
faithful.
62
  Martyr also rejected what he saw as Arian views of the Holy Ghost and of 
prayer, and protested rather tartly against the Anabaptist views that infant baptism 
was useless because it is impossible to know whether infants are members of the 
elect.
63
  From the similar messages presented in their work, it is evident that Jewel 
and  Martyr were both  engaged in the business of reform during the reign of 
Edward, working together with the wider reforming community to correct old false 
ideas and prevent new ones from taking hold. 
 
Communion and Reform 
This work helped continue the re-definition of the ‘catholic’ church that had 
begun during the reign of Henry VIII.  Individual people became very important in 
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the argument against the catholicity of the Romanists:  to the reformers, individuals 
made up the true universal church.  In his commentary on 1 Corinthians, Martyr 
made this very point, claiming that it was an error to consider only the Roman 
Church to be the church.   
We deny not but that there is an order among churches, but we grant 
it not to be the same which depends on the wealth and dignities of  
this world.  Wherefore among churches, that must be taken for the 
better, which does most flourish in spirit, doctrine and holiness.   
…Let the church be catholic, for places do not separate believers,  
even as the place in like manner though it be one, does not join them  
together.
64
 
This passage shows that Martyr made faith the criterion for the true ‘catholic’ 
church, not the institution of the church - or its status, wealth, and size.  As Paul Avis 
phrases it, ‘the reformers could not permit size to matter when it came to truth’.65  
Rather, there had to be right doctrine and the right spirit.  Robert Kingdon suggests 
that Martyr’s beliefs on this issue followed that of many reformers at the time: that 
any group of people who maintained correct doctrine represented the true church, no 
matter how old, how big, or how widespread that group was.
66
  This is a fair 
assessment of Martyr’s beliefs, although Martyr did later put a unique twist on it:   
And Paul in the first to the Corinthians the first chapter, after 
he had saluted the church of God, added by exposition:  ‘unto 
them that are sanctified by Christ Jesus, being called saints’, 
that we may understand that the wicked appertain not in very 
deed unto the church, although they be always conversant 
therein, and that…we may confess that to be the church which 
we call the communion of saints.
67
  
Here Martyr calls the universal church, by which he means the congregations 
of the truly faithful, the communion of saints.  This is a somewhat controversial term 
in modern historiography, which tends to use ‘communion’ more often in connection 
with the Eucharist than in any descriptions of the members of the universal church, 
and shies away from using the word ‘saints’ in this context.  Diarmaid MacCulloch 
briefly discusses the term ‘communion’ in his biography of Cranmer, when he talks 
about the development of Eucharistic theology in 1548.  He observes that it was in 
1548 that the mass was first called the ‘Holy Communion’, and that this was also the 
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first time that the people were invited to be partakers of it.
68
  Paul Avis, while 
challenging Gary Jenkins’ description of Jewel’s Eucharistic thought, calls the 
Eucharist a ‘communion of love between the faithful’, but denies that it is merely 
that.
69
  He too considers communion part of the sacraments, not part of the gathering 
of people.   
Herman Selderhuis, in his study of Peter Martyr’s prayers that were based on 
the Psalms, discusses Martyr’s use of the term somewhat differently. He 
acknowledges that for Martyr, the term ‘communion’ meant not only the sacrament, 
but the fellowship of the members of the universal church.  The sacrament allowed 
people to connect with God and have communion with each other as well as with 
Him.
70
  To Martyr, the community of the faithful was the body of Christ, and the 
communion of these people through faith and through the sacraments was a basic 
criterion for their inclusion in the universal church.  This concept of catholicity can 
been seen in a 1555 letter Martyr sent to John Calvin, where Martyr used 
‘communion’ to refer to the connection between Christ and the members of his 
church, and described three levels or forms of communion that take place over the 
course of a Christian’s spiritual life.71  Thus, Martyr used the term communion to 
refer to both the community of believers and the sacrament itself.    
This aspect of catholicity can also be found in Jewel’s work.  Jewel helped 
Martyr prepare the commentary on Corinthians for publication, which suggests that 
he agreed with the definition of the ‘catholic’ church that Martyr set out.  His later 
work also shows a similar connection to the term ‘communion’.  In his discussion of 
the private mass in his controversy with Harding, Jewel described two aspects of 
communion, as a sacrament and as a gathering.  Interestingly, he placed both within 
the context of the Lord’s Supper.  First, communion was so called because of the 
effect it worked on the receiver, because ‘by the same we are joined unto God’.  
Second, communion was so called because its other purpose was ‘to join us all 
together’.72   
Jewel always emphasized the importance of each member of the church, and 
in 1551 he exhorted his fellow clergy to strive to be ‘the light of the world, salt, 
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[and] angels’, since they  were all appointed to govern ‘the flock of the Lord…the 
sons of God…the brethren of Christ’.73  To Jewel, the faith of these brethren was the 
vital component for a true universal church, and his task as a clergyman was to 
develop that faith both through his work and his life.  The next part of this chapter 
will show that he did not always succeed in leading by example.  However, his 
conviction remained the same, and also developed in new directions as he worked 
with the reformers in exile.           
 
Part Two:  Conflict and Crisis in Exile 
After Mary took the throne, Peter Martyr’s influence in the upper echelons of 
government vanished.  He went into exile almost immediately, while Jewel remained 
in Oxford.  He still had a reputation as a scholar and a lecturer, but once Martyr was 
disgraced, that very reputation became a liability.  It was, after all, built on an 
association with the reforming community.  As William Haller observes, Jewel had 
been ‘the moment before at the threshold of what promised to be a brilliant career in 
the university and the church’, and suddenly found himself without any supporters, 
patrons or friends.
74
  
Jewel was almost immediately expelled from Corpus Christi, and it is 
perhaps significant that Robert Morwen, the president who had been temporarily 
replaced by Jewel, orchestrated this expulsion.
75
  However, Jewel did not actually 
leave Oxford:  he was accepted into Broadgates Hall (now Pembroke College).  
Significantly, he was named Public Orator either immediately before or after this 
change, and in this capacity one of his first tasks was to write a letter of 
congratulation to Queen Mary on her accession.  John Ayre describes the message of 
this letter briefly, suggesting that the Oxonians, through Jewel, quietly but zealously 
‘did…congratulate the state for her and her for the state’.76   
As only a brief summary of the letter is extant, in Humphrey’s Iuelli…Vita et 
Mors, it is difficult to determine whether or not this was sincere.  Ayre and Booty 
suggest that there was no reason to doubt that Jewel was sincere at this time, since 
Mary had not yet shown herself an enemy to the community of reformers. However, 
it does seem that Jewel attempted to instruct the queen through praise, as Alexander 
Nowell would later attempt to do with Elizabeth:  he expressed hope that Mary 
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would tolerate the views of the reformers, and allow them some small 
advancements.
77
 This reflects both his loyalty to the royal supremacy, and the value 
Jewel placed on the reformation which he had been working to promote.   
Jewel managed to continue working at Broadgates without open conflict until 
1554, when Cranmer, Latimer and Ridley were compelled to participate in the 
Oxford disputation.  Jewel acted as notary for Cranmer and Ridley, a task which was 
made more difficult by the constant violation of the rules of disputation.
78
  Cranmer, 
Ridley and Latimer were not given the courtesy of being allowed to speak freely, and 
frequently had to answer several people at once.  Also, the disputation continually 
changed from English to Latin, and no one corrected this.
79
  In this chaotic 
atmosphere, the adversarial mentality of the reforming community was very much in 
evidence, and that could not be construed as anything but a challenge.  Cranmer 
separated the Roman Church from the true church, and Latimer cried for mercy from 
God for his sin of saying the mass, which greatly angered the authorities.
80
  Ridley 
denied the real presence in the Eucharist, in a way that John Foxe later described as 
‘sharp, witty and very learned’.81   
Foxe also reported that the prolocutor, Hugh Weston, charged the notaries for 
Cranmer and Ridley ‘that they were more diligent in writing of the other part than of 
his’ after the disputations had ended.  Notably, the notaries could not agree amongst 
themselves, even though they had conferred ‘twice or thrice’ about the day’s work.82  
This suggests that there was some disagreement about what the disputants had said, 
and it could be inferred that some notaries wanted to change what others had 
recorded.  Perhaps Jewel, as one of Cranmer and Ridley’s notaries, had attempted to 
ensure that their arguments were presented accurately.  This may have alerted the 
representatives of the crown that Jewel was not as conformable as he had seemed.   
This possibility is supported by the reaction of the royal visitors to Jewel later 
that same year. Jewel was among the first to be presented with articles to sign that 
supported the Roman Church.  According to LeBas and Ayre, Jewel was given no 
time to deliberate or consult with his friends.  He was told to sign them or be 
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immediately killed by fire.
83
  This might have been an empty threat, since the Marian 
burnings had not yet begun in 1554, but Jewel may have believed it.  He gave in and 
signed the articles.  Ironically, his subscription seems to have provided him with the 
impetus to make a stand for his faith.  Just a few months after he signed, Jewel fled 
Oxford and ended up in London.  It seems surprising that Jewel would choose 
Bishop Bonner’s London as a safer place than Oxford, but the choice was only 
partially his.  He collapsed on the road mid-flight and was found there unconscious 
by Augustine Bernherus, Latimer’s servant.  Bernherus took him to London, which 
may or may not have been Jewel’s original destination.  If it had been, he may have 
chosen London because he expected to find help there due to the presence of what 
John Strype later called the ‘sustainers of the gospel’:  members of the reforming 
community, labelled as Nicodemites, who were actually working subversively to 
continue the Protestant cause in England.   
Strype listed eighteen people as ‘sustainers of the gospel’, and said that there 
were many more whose names were ‘studiously concealed, for their safety in those 
times’.84  One of these secret sustainers may have been Jewel’s friend William Cecil, 
whom he had met through his association with Martyr.  At this point, Cecil was 
working for the exiles through his defence of their property in Parliament.
85
  Also, he 
owned the land in Lincolnshire on which the reformer John Day had set up his 
printing press.
86
  If Jewel had known of Cecil’s subversive support of the Protestants, 
he may have been hoping for help from him.   
Marven Anderson takes the story of the sustainers further than most other 
historians, and posits that the Marian exile was not a flight into exile at all, but a 
‘pre-planned, well-organized and funded exodus’ meant to ensure that the Church of 
England could be restored some time in the future.  He suggests that it was William 
Cecil’s idea (which supports the suggestion made by historians Stephen Alford and 
Conyers Read that Cecil was a secret sustainer), and that Cecil gained the assistance 
of such wealthy men as the Duke of Suffolk and William Parr.  According to 
Anderson, Suffolk and Parr then organized the group of sustainers to support the 
exiles.   
                                                          
83
 Jenkins, Jewel and the English National Church, 38 ; LeBas, Life of Jewel, 30; Ayre, Works of John 
Jewel vol 4, xi. 
84
 John Strype, Ecclesiastical Memorials vol 3 (London, 1721), 142-143. 
85
 Conyers Read, Mr Secretary Cecil and Queen Elizabeth (London:  Jonathan Cape, 1957), 111. 
86
 Stephen Alford, Burghley:  William Cecil at the Court of Elizabeth I (New Haven:  Yale University 
Press, 2008), 67. 
70 
 
Anderson’s evidence for this is that many men left England before the 
persecutions really started, that there was a ‘predominance of teachers and students’ 
among the refugees, and that the exiles hesitated to seek employment and 
citizenship, suggesting that they considered their stay on the continent to be a 
temporary one.
87
 It is an intriguing theory, but it does seem to be beyond the 
organizational skills even of someone with Cecil’s talents.  It can certainly be said 
that the exiles did seem hopeful that Mary’s reign would be short and its end would 
usher in a better day for the Church of England, but that may well have been the 
extent of their plans.  As for Jewel, it is hard to tell what his plans were at all. 
 
Troubles in Frankfurt 
Jewel escaped from England early in 1555, and soon after he found himself 
in Frankfurt, embroiled in a conflict over liturgy in the English exiles’ church.  It 
was during this conflict that Richard Cox famously insisted that the exile 
congregation would ‘have the face of an English Church’ and use Cranmer’s 
liturgy.
88
  This determination to maintain the standards of later Edwardian reform 
shows that there was already a nationalistic element to the reformed faith in England.  
As the theologian John New suggested, this was reflected in the bitterness of the 
struggle.  There were larger issues at stake than the format of the service:  the core of 
the debate lay in the ‘contrary notions of the true nature of the church’ that were held 
by different participants.
89
 Jewel’s views aligned with those of Martyr, Cox, and 
other members of the reforming community with whom he had worked during the 
Edwardian Reformation, and he maintained those views throughout the crisis in 
Frankfurt.   
Jewel’s role in the controversy is recorded in A Brief Discourse of the 
Troubles Begun in Frankfurt, which was written by William Whittingham in 1575 
and published in 1908 by Edward Arber.  Whittingham simply described Jewel’s 
actions during his stay in Frankfurt, but Arber emphasized Jewel’s participation.90  It 
seems that Jewel’s later prominence in the defence of the Elizabethan church 
inspired Arber to inflate his importance in the Frankfurt conflict.  However, this is 
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not to say that Jewel’s participation was insignificant.  It was a time in which Jewel 
applied his theories about royal and ecclesiastical authority to the reality of church 
conflict, an important step in the development of  his support of the supremacy.   
It also allowed other reformers to see him in a different light.  While in 
Frankfurt, Jewel took the opportunity to withdraw his recantation. He preached a 
sermon in which he confessed that he had subscribed to Roman articles, and publicly 
repented.
91
  This was well received by reformers such as Thomas Sampson and 
Richard Chambers.  It also gave Jewel new status in the congregation by making him 
appear more trustworthy, which allowed him to participate fully in the mediation 
process.
92
   
One of the most significant aspects of this struggle in Frankfurt is how 
clearly the adversarial mentality that was so prevalent in the reforming community at 
the time shows through.  It all began in July of 1554, when the Frankfurt exiles set 
up a community in the Church of the White Ladies.  At that point, there were two 
groups within the congregation:  Arber used the terms ‘Calvinist’ and ‘Anglican’ to 
differentiate them, although he acknowledged that these labels did not yet apply to 
people in an English Church.  Knox led the ‘Calvinist’ group, and Thomas Lever 
served the ‘Anglicans’, who were in a minority.93 Thus, for the sake of using more 
historically accurate terms, the two groups will be referred to as the Leverians and 
the Knoxians. 
In August 1554, the congregation sent out a general letter, referring to 
themselves as the body of Christ which was forming a church in exile to stop their 
adversaries from taking advantage of their dispersion.  They invited other exiles to 
join them, but this call to unity was not well received.
94
  Other churches said they 
would join the Frankfurt congregation only if they adopted the liturgy used in 
Geneva, which was considered more reformed than the English liturgy.  This was 
unacceptable to the Leverians, and led to open conflict in the church.  It was at this 
point that the English reforming community in Strasburg sent Cox and his group of 
learned men to Frankfurt to mediate.
95
  
Jewel’s task was to work with the church leaders and the magistrate in an 
attempt to find a resolution.  The basic problem was the lack of an obvious source of 
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authority, and the conflict between Knox and Cox brought the question to a head:  
should the church have power over the pastor, or the pastor over the church – and 
what should be the role of the magistrate?
96
  These same issues later came up in 
Elizabethan polemic as the divines fought to prove the legitimacy and authority of 
the Church of England.  This led to Jewel’s claims to apostolic precedent and 
doctrinal alignment with the primitive church.  It also led to further clarification of 
the role of the monarch in the church, because Jewel insisted that in the early church 
the emperor had had more authority than the bishops.   
 Gillian R. Evans, a historian of theology, points out that the problem of 
authority loomed in the background of many such reformation debates, arguing that 
‘throughout the debates runs a preoccupation with power, understood by both sides 
as primarily a…dominion’.  A few people in the church exercised power over the 
faithful, and it was a usurped power that the faithful people justifiably strained 
against.  ‘The result was a power struggle, a confrontation of claims to authority 
which made it impossible in the end for both sides to sit down together and work out 
a resolution.’97  This describes the situation in the Frankfurt church very well.  Jewel 
and his group decided that to restore peace they first had to rid the church of Knox, 
so they charged him with high treason against Queen Mary.
98
 Their evidence for this 
accusation came from the vehement polemic that Knox had spewed out against Mary 
in a book called Admonitions of Christians Concerning The Present Troubles in 
England.  This decision meant that they were upholding Queen Mary’s temporal 
authority over Knox’s spiritual authority, even though they considered this particular 
temporal magistrate to be unjust and ungodly.  This placed the magistrate in a 
superior position to the preacher, which applied the royal supremacy in a new and 
ruthless way.  Their action could be construed as denying Knox the right to rebel, 
even against such a queen and in such a manner.  
This viewpoint is supported in Jewel’s later writings. In the second Book of 
Homilies, which he edited, as well as his best-known works in defence of the English 
Church, the Apology of the Church of England and The Defence of the Apology, 
Jewel consistently presented the message that subjects did not ever have the right to 
disobey.  He emphasized repeatedly that disobedience and rebellion were wrong, and 
did not allow any possible exceptions.  This was partly to support his main argument 
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regarding resistance to rulers, which was that the reformers were neither rebellious 
nor seditious.  Harding claimed more than once that the reformers advocated the 
overthrow of governments; he used the reformers’ lack of obedience as evidence that 
their religion was false.  Jewel then promoted their obedience, to prove the opposite 
point.     
Whether or not subjects had the right to resist was one issue on which Jewel 
and Martyr did not agree.  In contrast to Jewel’s insistence on obedience, Martyr’s 
resistance theory allowed for disobedience in the spiritual realm. He said that people 
had to resist being drawn back into the Roman Church, and that was never 
acceptable to go to Mass, because ‘the mass is a pledge… a token and sign, whereby 
papists know theirs from others’.99  To Martyr papal authority was tyranny, which 
tried to legitimize its usurped power through the doctrine of the two swords.   
This doctrine placed spiritual authority above temporal authority, and 
supported the papal supremacy.
100
 Martyr supported temporal authority over the 
church, but he did strictly limit that authority, arguing that ‘kings and magistrates 
when they are godly, in my judgment ought to have the chief place in the church, and 
to them it pertains, if religion be ill administered, to correct the defaults’.  However, 
they could not take the role of head of the church.
101
  By this argument Martyr gave 
the godly magistrate the power represented by the temporal sword, but only part of 
the power of the spiritual sword.  It is significant that he limited this authority to 
situations where the magistrates and kings were godly.  This too reflects back to his 
call for people to resist any rulers who tried to draw them back to Rome. 
 Jewel never openly disagreed with Martyr over the right to rebel in the 
spiritual realm; he just delicately passed over the issue and did not make that 
distinction.  He also did not engage with much of the resistance theory to which he 
would have been exposed while on the continent, even though some of the men 
involved were part of his reforming community.  Reformers Christopher Goodman 
and John Ponet both published works during Mary’s reign that showed their growing 
radicalism by advocating the right of resistance to ungodly rulers.
102
 As Anne 
Overell notes, both of these men involved Martyr in their arguments:  Ponet used 
Martyr’s work to defend his own in his famous tract A Short Treatise on Political 
                                                          
99
 Peter Martyr Vermigli, Most Learned and Fruitful Commentaries [on Judges] (London, 1564), 53v. 
100
 Emidio Campi, ‘Zurich:  Professor in the Schola Tigurina,’ in A Companion to Peter Martyr 
Vermigli, edited by Torrance Kirby et al (Leiden:  Brill, 2009), 106. 
101
 Vermigli, Commentaries [on Judges], 148v. 
102
 Quentin Skinner, The Foundations of Modern Political Thought vol 2 (Cambridge:  Cambridge 
University Press, 1978), 224. 
74 
 
Power, and Goodman tried to draw Martyr into the argument.
103
  Martyr did not rise 
to the bait.  Neither did Jewel:  as the ecclesiastical historian Clifford W. Dugmore 
argues, ‘such a strong-minded man as Jewel [was] not likely to…cast away all that 
he learned from Cranmer and Ridley in two and a half years’ sojourn on the 
continent’.104  Jewel’s views on the powers of the magistrate over the church had 
been firmly settled before the Marian exile, which perhaps explains his willingness 
to charge Knox with treason against Queen Mary.   
Jewel did not remember his participation in the Frankfurt conflict fondly.  A 
year after he left that congregation, he wrote to William Whittingham and 
Christopher Goodman, hoping that their enmity could be either ‘extinguished by 
Christian principle or at least laid to rest by lapse of time’.105  Jewel knew both men 
from his years in Oxford:  they had been at Brasenose at the same time as Jewel 
himself had been at Corpus Christi, and Goodman had been involved in the same 
study group with Martyr as Jewel had.
106
  Notably, Jewel did not apologize for the 
coup itself in his letter, saying openly that he still believed in what the Leverians had 
done.  He only apologized for any injury he may have caused when ‘carried away 
with zeal and the heat of contention’.107   
This shows both Jewel’s adversarial mentality, which would not allow him to 
compromise even to save a friendship, and his efforts to maintain relationships with 
other English exiles. The reforming community was under stress by its experience of 
exile, and he did not want to see it splinter.  He wanted them all to stay unified in the 
cause of reform, and not let current circumstances destroy their past achievements.  
Fortunately, Goodman at least seemed to feel the same way.  He wrote a letter to 
Martyr a year later which was meant to heal old wounds from Frankfurt, and in it 
offered a warm salutation to Jewel.
108
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Community in Exile 
After he left Frankfurt, Jewel joined Martyr in Strasburg, and became his 
constant support and companion. He even travelled with him to Zurich once Martyr 
found a position in the university there.  Later correspondence shows how close the 
two men became:  Jewel was not afraid to tell Martyr when he was annoyed with 
him, which he certainly was when Martyr dared to suggest that he was 
procrastinating.  His tone to Martyr also sometimes took on a note of authority that is 
never seen in other letters sent to Martyr from prominent Englishmen, such as Edwin 
Sandys, Thomas Sampson or Richard Cox.
109
  In a letter written soon after he arrived 
in England, Jewel told Martyr about some of the people they knew who had assisted 
with the renewal of the Catholic faith during the Marian years, then said:  ‘I write 
nothing about [Richard] Marshall for fear of defiling my paper. But why, say you, do 
you make mention of such persons?  Simply, that you may learn by what judges it 
was thought fit that Cranmer, Ridley and Latimer should be condemned’.110  Jewel’s 
disgust is clear in this letter, and he did not mince words.  This is not the deferent 
tone of a student to a teacher.  Rather, the tone reflects Jewel’s familiarity with 
Martyr’s experience and beliefs, along with their scholarly interaction.  This can also 
be seen in a later letter, when Jewel asked for clarification on a lecture Martyr had 
given in Strasburg ‘respecting the power that sovereigns have over bishops’.  He 
remembered that Sylverius and Vigilius ‘were removed from their office [of 
patriarch] by the emperor Justinian’, and wanted Martyr to help him find the source 
of that information.  Thus, he asked:  ‘when you next write, I will thank you briefly 
to point out the place where this circumstance is recorded’.111   
In contrast, Thomas Sampson’s letters to Martyr during the same time period 
show an almost servile attitude.  In one letter, Sampson was asking for advice about 
whether or not to take a bishopric.  He wrote:  ‘I entreat you for Christ’s sake my 
excellent father, not to refuse me an answer for this few inquires, as soon as possible. 
… I implore you, for Christ’s sake, to write to me with what haste you can’.112  
Martyr’s response took a different tone than did his letters to Jewel.  He patiently 
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made an attempt to give advice, but without the warmth or appreciation that can be 
found in his responses to Jewel.
113
     
Jewel and Martyr fought together against all opponents of reform, and indeed 
against those who seemed to be for it and yet did not maintain acceptable beliefs.  
During the Marian exile, the controversy over ubiquitarianism intensified, which 
caused part of the problem in Frankfurt.  Some of the English exiles were allowing 
Lutheran ministers to baptize their children, prompting Martyr to write a letter in an 
attempt to stop them.  He disagreed with this practice because, as he said, ‘the 
Lutherans and our people have a different faith’.114  Marven Anderson observes that 
Martyr did not deny the ecclesiastical validity of Lutheranism in his letter.  He did, 
however, say that through baptism a person was sealed to the church in which they 
were baptized, and that it was not acceptable to have English children baptized into a 
faith that had an incorrect view of the Eucharist.
115
   
Martyr’s adversarial mentality is clear in this letter.  He saw Lutheran 
baptism as a tipping point, so to speak, in a properly balanced, moderate faith.  At 
the same time, he did not attack the Lutherans as a group nor employ any of the 
harsher methods of sixteenth-century polemic.  This reflects an attitude not many 
members of the reforming community had, but it was typical of Martyr.  He reserved 
his vehement attacks for people whom he placed outside the true universal church.  
Those whom he considered part of the universal church and yet not quite balanced in 
their faith were treated more gently.  Jewel would later show the same restraint in his 
polemic against Harding, reserving his harshest words for the pope and the tradition 
of transubstantiation.   
In 1556, the German theologian Johannes Brenz published De Personali 
Unione Duarum Naturarum In Cristo in support of the doctrine of ubiquitarianism.  
Martyr started working to counteract it, and the result was The Dialogue of the Two 
Natures in Christ.  The Dialogue was not published until 1562, but the work itself 
occurred while Jewel was with Martyr in exile.  Martyr dedicated the work to Jewel, 
and the two men discussed it in their letters.  This has led to an interesting fiction in 
the historiography: scholars such as Gary Jenkins, Brown Patterson, and Joseph 
McLelland have claimed that Jewel was a character in the dialogue, the moderator 
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named Palaemon.
116
  However, after reading the Dialogue it is clear that it takes 
place solely between a character that represents Martyr, Orothetes (which means 
‘boundary setter’ in Greek), and the character that represents Brenz, Pantachus 
(which means ‘everywhere’).117 Palaemon is not part of the dialogue.   
The suggestion that Palaemon was part of it comes from a letter Martyr sent 
to Jewel when he sent Jewel the Dialogue to examine.  In it, Martyr referred to Jewel 
as Palaemon, making a classical allusion to the judge in Virgil’s Third Eclogue.  
Martyr used this allusion humorously, because he was asking Jewel to judge the 
Dialogue’s worth.   
Since you enjoy such a masterly knowledge of things human and  
divine, ignorance can in no way cloud your mind.  So it seemed good 
to me to submit these two men for examination by your searching 
judgement.  I do so the more willingly because of your command of 
the matter in dispute.
118
 
Martyr knew that Jewel was knowledgeable about this topic because of the 
work they had done together in Zurich.  In the same letter, he reminded Jewel about 
how they had ‘conversed pleasantly…and worked together’ every day, which is why 
Martyr felt that that he had more right than any others to judge Jewel’s ‘sincere faith, 
upright behaviour, straightforward spirit and open heart’.  Based on that knowledge, 
Martyr felt that Jewel could read and correct the Dialogue, and ‘return it complete 
and perfect in every respect’.119  
This suggests a sort of collective authorship for this work, which fits with the 
claims of Heather Hirschfield and Stephen Greenblatt regarding the construct of 
authorship in the early modern era.  They have long promoted the idea that writers of 
the time shaped themselves so that they fit into philosophical and religious contexts 
and gave themselves literary opponents.  This shaping involved collecting works 
from many people, and presenting it as a whole but not necessarily as an individual 
accomplishment.
120
  Whether or not this theory has weight, it can be concluded that 
Jewel may well have had more to do with Martyr’s work than has traditionally been 
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thought.  Jewel did read and return the Dialogue, with a letter that wryly referred to 
himself as Martyr’s Palaemon, which perpetuates the story that he was a character.121 
The work for the Dialogue occurred while Jewel was in Zurich with Martyr, 
working with him and some of the members of the Edwardian community of 
reformers. A study group that was mostly made up of English exiles gathered at 
Martyr’s house, just as a group once had in Oxford.  It began in Strasburg, when 
Martyr arrived there accompanied by several English students who believed in 
reform.
122
  Winthrop Hudson calls this group, which was made up of both Oxford 
and Cambridge men, a ‘petty college for English theological students’, one which 
developed with the aid of John Ponet and John Cheke.
123
  Not all of the members of 
the group were students, however:  some had been reformist clergy during the reign 
of  Edward, such as Edmund Grindal and Edwin Sandys.  
 Many of the students followed Martyr to Zurich in 1556, an area with a 
strong but transient population of English exiles.  Thomas Lever, Robert Horne, 
Richard Chambers and others all stopped there at one point or another, although 
most of them did not stay long.  Members of the Zurich community who were more 
settled, such as John Parkhurst and James Pilkington, became part of Martyr’s group.  
They discussed and contributed to Martyr’s work, just as the group in Oxford had 
assisted with Martyr’s Saying of the Sacrament of Thanksgiving.  After the 
martyrdom of Cranmer, who had been a friend and patron to most of them, these 
men encouraged Martyr to take up Cranmer’s work against Bishop Stephen Gardiner 
regarding the Eucharist.  They both funded the project and assisted him in the 
writing of it, which resulted in the Defensio Doctrinae de Sancrosancto, published in 
1559.
124
   
By that point, many of the men in that group had already returned to 
England, including Jewel.  Martyr sent him a copy of it, which is still extant in the 
Magdalen College library in Oxford, in the collection of books that once made up 
Jewel’s personal library.  Martyr’s appreciation of Jewel is shown in the inscription 
on the title page:  ‘amico suo et hospiti charissimo d[omino] jo. juell A.M. petrus 
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martyr d.d.’.125  Jewel’s appreciation of Martyr is shown in his detailed examination 
of the book itself:  he underlined passages arguing against ubiquitarianism, indexed 
particular arguments using a numbering system, and starred key points.  Both the 
inscription and Jewel’s use of the book further supports the image of Jewel and 
Martyr as scholarly colleagues and friends who were constantly engaged in 
exchanging knowledge. 
Through this community in Zurich, Jewel developed closer relationships with 
English reformers who would later be fellow clerics of the Elizabethan Church of 
England.  These reformers developed a mutual self-identity that was based on their 
exile experience.  As Philip Hughes notes, the majority of the reformers who had 
lived in Strasburg and Zurich emerged from exile ‘very conscious that they [were] 
one in faith with those continental theologians who, in Cranmer’s time, had filled the 
chairs of divinity at Oxford and Cambridge’.  Part of this awareness was of their 
unique definition of what constituted the church of Christ, and how important it was 
to convince the Romanists to accept it.
126
  Like Hughes, Diarmaid MacCulloch and 
Joseph McLelland also note how completely the experience at Zurich and Strasburg 
was absorbed into some of the English reformers’ basic outlooks. MacCulloch 
suggests that the prominence of men who had lived in Zurich and Strasburg 
prevented Genevan Calvinism from having a great influence on the direction of 
English reform for several years, and McLelland uses the connection to explain the 
reformers’ resistance to ubiquitarianism, as can be seen in their adaptation of the 42 
Articles.
127
       
Significantly, the exiles had an influence on their hosts as well.  Robert 
Kingdon suggests that Martyr chose to lecture about the book of Judges on his 
arrival in Strasburg because its political context suited the needs of the English 
exiles.
128
  Similarly, Richard Bauckham finds it significant that this was the time 
Heinrich Bullinger chose to lecture on the book of Revelation.  He suggests that 
Bullinger’s contact with the English exiles ‘led him to a consideration of the divine 
purpose in the depressing trend of religious affairs in England’, and that he was truly 
concerned for the exiles.  This concern arose because he thought that they ‘clearly 
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embodied the Protestant hope for England’, something which Bauckham associates 
with Bullinger’s concern for the universal flock of Christ.129 
Jewel’s reputation as a reformer grew through his interaction with this 
community.  Laurence Humphrey recorded that Jewel was known for his habit of 
consoling people who were finding exile difficult.  When people fretted about the 
state of religion in Marian England, he would often repeat a ‘sweet sentiment’ that 
‘these things will not last an age’, which suggested an imminent end to exile that 
many people found comforting.
130
  This shows that Jewel had a pastoring role 
amongst the exiles, and provides further evidence that his experience on the 
continent was not limited to secretarial work for Martyr.   
Jewel’s actual status can also be seen in the level of esteem in which he was 
held.  The Earl of Bedford commended Jewel’s ‘godly diligence’, and the Italian 
reformer Girolamo Zanchi later said that Jewel’s advancement to bishop was 
recognition for the ‘singular piety and virtue’ which he showed in Strasburg.131 
Martyr also commented on Jewel’s reputation in his last letter to Jewel, sent a few 
months before his death in 1563.  He told Jewel that ‘all learned men and friends 
salute you’, including Bullinger and Rudolph Gwalter, who thoroughly approved of 
Jewel’s Apology of the Church of England.132  Bullinger later reiterated how much 
he valued the friendships of men like Jewel in his 1572 A Confutation of the Pope’s 
Bull, which will be discussed in more detail in chapter five.   
The experience of exile thus reinforced Jewel’s sense of community and 
expanded his scholarly network.  It cemented his relationships with the men he had 
worked with at Oxford, and gave him opportunities to develop new relationships 
with both English and continental reformers.  This had the overall effect of aligning 
him more firmly with the Swiss Reformation:  as he told Martyr in 1562, the 
doctrine of the church that he and his fellow reformers had established in 1559 did 
not differ from theirs ‘by a nail’s breadth’, because they had ‘pared everything 
[Roman] away to the very quick’.133 From a scholarly network a community of 
reformers had developed, and Jewel must be viewed as an equal participant in it. 
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Conclusion 
In the early months of 1559, John Jewel wrote a letter to Martyr, the English 
translation of which has been frequently quoted in studies of the Elizabethan 
Settlement. This letter was written soon after the Acts of Supremacy and Uniformity 
had been passed in Parliament, and just a few months before Jewel was one of the 
men who visited the dioceses of England to rid the churches of relics, shrines, and 
images.  The most commonly used passage reads as follows:  ‘Others are seeking 
after a golden, or as it rather seems to me, a leaden mediocrity, and are crying out 
that the half is better than the whole’.  Historians often use this quotation as evidence 
that Jewel, as a passionate reformer trained under Martyr in Zurich, was unhappy 
with the moderation represented in the religious settlement.  However, this quotation 
belongs in the following paragraph:   
As to religion, it has been effected, I hope, under good auspices, 
that it shall be restored to the same state as it was during your 
latest residence among us, under Edward.  But, as far as I can 
perceive at present, there is not the same alacrity among our 
friends, as there lately was amongst the papists.  So miserably 
is it ordered, that falsehood is armed, while truth is not only 
unarmed, but also frequently offensive.  The scenic apparatus 
of divine worship is now under agitation, and those very things 
which you and I have so often laughed at, are now seriously and 
solemnly entertained by certain persons…as if the Christian 
religion could not exist without something tawdry.  Our minds 
indeed are not sufficiently disengaged to make these fooleries of 
much importance.  Others are seeking after a golden, or as it  
rather seems to me, a leaden mediocrity, and are crying out that 
the half is better than the whole.
134
   
Placing the quotation in context shifts its meaning significantly.  Jewel seems 
to be referring to several groups of people, and the ‘others’ seeking after a leaden 
mediocrity are only one source of conflict, not the entire problem.  Jewel appears 
concerned with both the truth of the religion they are establishing, and with the 
appearance and unity of the church itself.  Judging by the tone and content of this 
passage, Jewel preferred a proper balance between the extremes of those who made 
fooleries out to be important and those who sought after a leaden mediocrity. 
Jewel does not appear dissatisfied with the religious settlement itself, but 
content with the idea that religion will be restored to the form it took during Edward 
VI’s reign, when the ‘scenic apparatus’ of religion was rapidly being removed and 
the truth as the reformers saw it was officially crown policy.  This begs the question 
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of exactly what state that might be.  He could have been referring to the simple 
changes in the communion service in 1548 that allowed communion in both kinds, or 
the more drastic changes in 1552 that are represented in the Prayer Book of that year, 
or any point in between.  
Considering that the letter was sent to Peter Martyr, and the significant role 
that Martyr had played in the changes of the later years of Edward’s reign, it is more 
likely that Jewel meant a time closer to 1552 than 1549.  Martyr was not the only 
reformer who had advocated such changes as the promotion of spiritual presence in 
the Eucharist, the rejection of vestments, and the removal of images in the 
Edwardian church, but he definitely contributed to their acceptance.  It was logical, 
then, for Jewel to assume that Martyr would approve of the new religious settlement 
because of its parallels with the Edwardian reformation.  It was also why he himself 
approved of it.   
Significantly, Jewel hoped that religion would be ‘restored’, not reformed.  
This suggests that Jewel aimed to return to a religion he had helped establish during 
the reign of Edward, not develop a new one.  It shows a continuity in Jewel’s views 
on reform, which suggests that his support of the religious settlement in 1559 was 
not due to any loss of reforming zeal, but a deliberate decision that he made before 
he even became bishop.  If that is the case, then Jewel’s background before the exile 
had as great an impact on his reforming beliefs as his time in exile.   
Considering Jewel’s position as a secretary to a theologian who worked 
constantly with a variety of reformers in different communities and dealt with issues 
as wide-ranging as the Eucharist, clerical celibacy and the godly magistrate, it is not 
surprising that Jewel emerged from exile with a skill set that enabled him to take a 
leading role in the new religious settlement.  He returned to England in 1559 with a 
vast knowledge of the writings of the church fathers, a clear sense of the value of the 
primitive church, a firm view of the divisions between temporal and ecclesiastical 
authority, and skills in polemical writing.  This, combined with the training in 
rhetoric that he had gained during his years in Oxford, meant that Jewel was in the 
perfect position to take up a leading role in defending the true universal Church of 
England against its enemies.   
Jewel soon showed that he had also accepted the adversarial mentality of 
many of the members of the reforming community.  His work with Martyr in Oxford 
had first drawn him into it, since it was through Martyr that Jewel had observed or 
participated in many of the major political and religious events of the Edwardian 
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Reformation.  His experience in exile, both through the difficulties in Frankfurt and 
the years of study in Strasburg and Zurich, helped it take root.  Jewel’s concept of 
the universal church became equally adversarial during these years:  he developed a 
belief that the universal church was the true church whose members stood in firm 
opposition to the false church.  This belief was based on his exposure to arguments 
against various heresies, and his in-depth study of the duty of obedience to the godly 
magistrate.  Jewel returned to England in March of 1559, and he immediately 
became a major player in the controversy surrounding the settlement of religion.  
The next chapter will examine how he responded to that challenge. 
  
 
 
Chapter Three:  Thundering and Enlightening 
 
After six years and many pages of polemic spent disputing the twenty-six 
articles that made up the challenge John Jewel presented to his adversaries in 1559, 
his main opponent Thomas Harding said:  ‘It were a shorter and a plainer way to 
convert all our disputations unto this issue: …where the catholic church is, and 
which it is, where it began, and by what succession it has continued’.1  By that point 
in the great controversy between them, it was obvious that the core of their debate 
could be found in their differing definitions of the universal church.  Harding 
maintained that the universal church was the institution of the Catholic Church, 
which he sometimes called the Roman Church.
2
  This Catholic Church absorbed 
each member into its multitude, and advocated faith in the Church and its traditions 
over individual reason.
3
   
In contrast, Jewel defined the universal church as the people who followed 
the doctrine of the primitive catholic church, and emphasized the responsibility of 
each individual to contribute actively to his or her own spiritual development and 
education.  Through his treatment of the role of the godly magistrate, Jewel then 
connected this responsibility to the expectation of loyalty and obedience to the 
English monarch.  Thus, he made the Church of England both part of the universal 
church and yet distinct and unique.  This chapter will argue that by defining the 
catholic church in this way, Jewel was among the first to infuse catholicity with 
allegiance successfully, creating what was essentially a national universal church.   
A national universal church is, of course, a paradox, one which Jewel 
approached with a certain amount of caution in his responses to Harding.  As the first 
two chapters have shown, Jewel had been developing his arguments throughout his 
early years, through his study and his work as a reformer.  He first began to associate 
the Church of England with the universal church during Edward’s reign, and he had 
also been part of the party in Frankfurt that had fought to maintain ‘the face of an 
English church’ in exile, which shows early loyalty to the national church.  However, 
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despite these years of extensive preparation and experience, the potential was always 
there that re-defining the universal church in this way would weaken Jewel’s 
argument rather than defend it.   
This difficulty arose because of the centrality of the term ‘catholic’ to 
sixteenth-century faith.  Virtually everyone, both those who remained with the 
Roman Church and those who accepted reform, still claimed to be ‘catholic’.  To use 
Peter Marshall’s phrase, it was ‘too valuable a piece of ideological currency to be 
lightly given away’.4  Thus, Jewel’s claim to be ‘catholic’ involved re-defining a 
central concept of the faith, and opened him up to a wider challenge.  Alexandra 
Walsham notes that the very use of the term ‘involved entering a sphere of 
theological tension and controversy’, because it meant claiming to be the true 
church.
5
   
It was also something that many theologians before Jewel had already 
attempted to do, with varying degrees of success.  As political historians Stephen 
Chavura and Philip Benedict both recognize, there was an awareness of the 
contradiction between the Protestant concepts of state leadership and a universal 
church independent of Rome.
6
  Gillian R. Evans notes that both Luther and Calvin 
attempted to reconcile the definitions of a ‘catholic’ church through their writings 
regarding the visible and invisible church.  They made some progress, but did not 
manage to completely resolve the issues of state and priestly power that lay at the 
heart of the debate.
7
  Jewel attempted to resolve these issues through a strategy that 
was rather more subtle than the strategies of most sixteenth-century polemic.  He 
carefully blended open exploitation of his opponents’ weaknesses with support for 
his own position, and he often allowed that support to be implied more than 
demonstrated.  This created the illusion that his readers could come to their own 
conclusions, which was a large part of how he presented the concept of the national 
universal church.  
He also put the Church of England on the offensive.  In his Challenge 
Sermon of 1559, which began the Jewel-Harding controversy, Jewel set the Church 
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of England up as a judge of the traditions and doctrine of the Roman Church.  This 
has been called Jewel’s ‘negative method’, because Jewel challenged his opponents 
to prove him wrong instead of claiming to be right.  He repeated this challenge from 
the pulpit three times, preaching it first at Paul’s Cross in November 1559, then at 
court on 17 March 1560, and finally once again at Paul’s Cross on 31 March 1560.   
The sermon then became the first Elizabethan court sermon to be published, 
and it was printed by John Day, who also printed Foxe’s Acts and Monuments.8 Day 
was strongly connected to the Elizabethan court, and he could claim the queen’s 
favourite Robert Dudley, Earl of Leicester, as his protector.
9
  Thus, it is evident that 
Jewel had a degree of royal approval from the beginning.  This lent all the more 
weight to his claim to authority, and made his attack on the Roman Church all the 
more effective.   
  
The Path of the Controversy 
When Jewel arrived back in England, his friends within the community of 
reformers immediately drew him into the mammoth task of changing the nation’s 
religion. He participated in disputations, helped with the editing of the prayer book, 
and travelled a large area of England as a Royal Visitor, enforcing the settlement.  
His appointment as Bishop of Salisbury occurred in July 1559, and soon after 
Thomas Harding lost his preferment in Salisbury cathedral and decided to go into 
exile.  By then Jewel had already started defending the settlement, through the 
preaching and polemic which will be the focus of this and the next chapter.  Chapter 
four will study the wider textual community that got involved in the debate, while 
this chapter will concern itself primarily with Jewel and Harding.        
There are nine major works in the exchange between these two men, which 
can be divided into two distinct threads based on their inspiration.  The first thread 
began with a negative, in the form of the fourteen articles in Jewel’s original 
Challenge Sermon, which were later expanded to twenty-six articles in the published 
version of the sermon.  All of the articles demanded evidence to prove that various 
practices of the Roman Church had been part of the church that had existed in the 
first six hundred years after Christ.  Jewel questioned the validity of the private mass, 
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reserving and adoring the sacrament, the use of images, conducting common prayers 
in a strange tongue, denying a vernacular Bible, and calling the pope a universal 
bishop.  Harding responded to these articles in great detail with An Answer to Master 
Jewel’s Challenge in 1564.  Jewel responded to that with A Reply Unto Mr 
Harding’s Answer in 1565, which led to Harding’s 1566 A Rejoinder to M Jewel’s 
Reply.   
The twenty-six articles of the Challenge Sermon did not openly deal with the 
major issues that were dividing sixteenth-century Christendom, such as the powers 
of church and state and the nature of the Eucharist.  Instead, Jewel questioned very 
specific traditions, making it seem like he was focused on minor issues.  This helped 
him draw his opponents out onto uncertain theological grounds, which gave him an 
advantage.  For example, Jewel did not attack the concept of transubstantiation 
directly.  Instead, he questioned the tradition of hanging up of the sacrament under a 
canopy.  This led Harding to say that Jewel was arguing ‘certain small questions of 
light importance’, to which Jewel replied:  ‘nothing ought to be taken for small, 
wherewith so great multitudes of God’s people may be deceived.  …Though these 
matters [are] small, yet the untruths and errors that thereof have risen, are not small. 
Remove the same, and your great religion will fall to nothing’.10 In this way, Jewel 
often set up his opponents to prove his own point. 
The second thread of the Jewel-Harding debate began with a positive: 
Jewel’s Apology of the Church of England (1562).  In it, Jewel summarized the 
doctrine of the Church of England regarding the Trinity, the incarnation, the 
resurrection and ascension, and the Holy Spirit.  He continually emphasized that the 
Church of England had incorporated no new doctrine, but maintained the faith of the 
primitive church.  He also denied papal supremacy and rejected the Catholic claim to 
apostolic succession, stating that apostolic succession came through maintaining the 
apostles’ doctrine, not through maintaining their status as church leaders.  This 
provided Jewel with a foundation of authority on which to build his implied claim 
that the Church of England was a national and yet universal church.   
He did this in part through suggesting that the Church of England’s history of 
persecution provided evidence that it was a true universal church, arguing that the 
supporters of the truth were always persecuted and misrepresented.  He also openly 
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denied the legitimacy of the Roman Church and its recent councils.  Trent, for 
example, could not represent all Christians, because ‘no creature [had] power to give 
his voice or declare his opinion’ unless he accepted the authority of the pope, and 
many members of the true church did not accept that authority.
11
  Jewel developed 
this argument in great detail in the final section of the Apology, and this had a very 
specific purpose.  Elizabeth had not sent delegates to the council despite being 
invited to do so, and the Apology was used to defend this decision.   
Harding responded to the Apology with A Confutation of a Book Entitled an 
Apology of the Church of England in 1565, and Jewel answered that with his 
Defence of the Apology in 1567.  Since the Apology was written to present the 
doctrine of the Church of England, it did not set up particular terms for debate, and 
did not limit opponents’ sources to those that were written within the first six 
hundred years of the church.  Harding exploited that throughout this thread of the 
debate, even when the two threads blended, which happened in the last work by 
Harding, A Detection of Sundry Foul Errors (1568).  The Detection resisted both the 
Challenge Sermon and the Apology, and Jewel answered its arguments in his second 
edition of the Defence of the Apology, which was published in 1570.   
Over the course of the debate, it became clear that Jewel and Harding were 
deeply divided over the issues of authority and the role of individuals in the church.  
The negative thread that started with the Challenge Sermon dealt with the authority 
of the clergy, in relation to the authority held by the congregations of the universal 
church.  The positive thread, which started with the Apology, dealt with the authority 
of the crown in relation to the pope, and how crown authority fit into the concept of 
the universal church.  Both threads involved the role of the individual, and the right 
response of individuals to legitimate authority.  On each of these issues, Jewel and 
Harding were polar opposites. 
Their mindsets can be best described with terms that were first used in an 
article on the Tyndale-More controversy by David Ginsberg.  Ginsberg wrote about 
the ‘society of individuals’ that developed in England due to the vernacular liturgy, 
and his description could apply here.  He distinguished this society as ‘a federation 
of individual worshippers’ rather than ‘a unit mass of indistinguishable souls’.12 This 
reflects the attitudes of  Jewel and Harding well.  Jewel tended to think of his 
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audience as a federation of individual worshippers, while Harding thought of  his 
audience as a mass of souls. These opposing points of view encouraged the 
clarification of particular theological points on which they could not agree, including 
church legitimacy and history, the importance of the Bible in the development of 
faith, and the role of the church in the end of the world.  They provided the 
background for each man’s definition of ‘catholic’, and indeed for each man’s 
definition of ‘church’.  The result was the development of demarcation lines between 
their respective confessions.  Over the course of the 1560s, the Church of England 
removed itself entirely from the Church of Rome.   
These mindsets also affected who they included in their audience, and how 
this audience was treated.  The ‘dear Christian reader’ who was continually 
addressed throughout the controversy had a role to play in it, and thus the reader both 
influenced and was influenced by this polemic.  The following chapter will examine 
this interplay of influence through a discussion of the audience and the means by 
which Jewel created a national universal church.  First, however, it will discuss the 
historiography of the controversy, and its significance both for modern scholars and 
for its time.   
 
Historiography of the Jewel-Harding Controversy 
The Jewel-Harding controversy represents an important development in 
sixteenth-century ecclesiastical history.  It has significance both for studies of the 
specific doctrines of the Church of England and for the wider world of Elizabethan 
studies, and yet it is remarkably neglected in both of these fields.  Historians tend to 
focus on another controversy of the 1560s – the vestarian controversy – even though 
it is smaller in both scale and depth.  The Jewel-Harding controversy involved 
twenty-one people, who produced sixty-five different works over ten years.  The 
Elizabethan vestarian controversy involved ten tracts and fewer than ten combatants, 
and lasted less than five years.
13
 It focused on the ecclesiastical garments that were 
of liturgical importance in the medieval church, and whether or not Church of 
England clergy could legitimately wear them.
14
   
The two controversies dealt with the same major problem for the early 
Elizabethan church: the division of power between church and state.  They were both 
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flash points for debate, and both offer insight for modern scholars into the means and 
methods of enforcing the 1559 religious settlement.  However, it could be argued 
that the Jewel-Harding controversy had a wider scope and represented a greater 
segment of the leadership of the church.  This would make it the more valuable of 
the two debates for the purpose of historical research, so it is not clear why scholarly 
interest in the vestarian controversy so greatly outweighs interest in the Jewel-
Harding controversy.   
The vestarian controversy takes precedence even in studies where it would 
seem logical that Jewel and Harding’s debate would be more important.  In Millar 
Maclure’s The Paul’s Cross Sermons, for example, one would expect the on-going 
series of sermons inspired by the Challenge Sermon to merit some attention, but 
Jewel was discussed only in connection to the 1559 Challenge Sermon and then in 
connection to the 1569 sermon he preached after the Northern Rebellion.
15
  The 
vestarian controversy, however, received a full treatment.  John New, in his 1964 
book Anglicans and Puritans, included the Marian exile and the issue of the 
vestments,  and yet did not consider the Jewel-Harding controversy.
16
  Patrick 
McGrath, in his From Papists to Puritans (1967), mentioned how Jewel worked with 
Archbishop Parker to ‘put flesh and blood on the skeleton framework of the new 
church set up in 1559’, but did not discuss one of Jewel’s major contributions to that 
framework in the form of the controversy.  McGrath did, however, discuss the 
vestarian controversy.
17   
 
The trend to pass over this major debate does not seem to change over the 
decades. Collinson’s 1982 The Religion of Protestants did not mention the Jewel-
Harding controversy, but did briefly discuss Elizabeth’s desire for clerical vestments 
and the partial victory of the prelates in restricting their use.
18
  In Doreen Rosman’s 
1996 contribution to an ‘Introductions to History Series’, there is no mention of the 
Jewel-Harding controversy, nor of any other efforts on the part of the early 
Elizabethan clerics to establish and support the Church of England.  Instead, Rosman 
skips immediately from the Acts of Supremacy and Uniformity (1559) to the 
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disagreements over further reform and how they came to a head in a ‘bitter dispute’ 
over vestments in 1565.
19
   
More recently, Peter Mack stated that his basic intention was to examine the 
authority of the Elizabethan church and state in his Elizabethan Rhetoric, using 
sermons and controversies as his sources.  This seems like a prime opportunity to 
discuss Jewel and Harding, but Mack never mentioned them.
20
  In a 2011 book about 
Tudor political thought, Stephen Chavura studies the vestarian controversy as part of 
the puritan push for reform and as a catalyst for discussion about the scope of 
government authority.  The Jewel-Harding controversy is mentioned as one of the 
‘most substantial’ of all of the defences of the Elizabethan church, and then the topic 
is dropped in favour of a discussion of Thomas Bilson and Laurence Humphrey.
21
   
Studies which examine Elizabethan Catholics speak less of the vestarian 
controversy, but still do not afford the appropriate attention to Jewel and Harding. 
William Trimble’s book about the Catholic laity of Elizabethan England, for 
example, acknowledged Thomas Harding as a leading writer and pointed out the 
significance of Harding’s loyalty to Elizabeth, but did not study any of Harding’s 
works.
22
 Another study of Catholic laity, Adrian Morey’s work on the Catholic 
subjects of Elizabeth I, also talked about the Louvain exile and mentioned Harding 
as a ‘chief protagonist’ against Jewel.  He said that theirs was a ‘great controversy 
which was still rumbling in 1580’, but did not expand on that.  Instead, he diverted 
into a study of the later Douai writers, such as Cardinal Allen and Robert Parsons.
23
 
Significantly, while modern historiography pays greater attention to the 
vestarian controversy than the Jewel-Harding controversy, Jewel’s contemporaries 
did the opposite.  Although the vestarian controversy was a long-lasting debate that 
began during Edward’s reign, it was not considered nearly as significant.  Peter 
Martyr told the clergyman and reformer Thomas Sampson not to ‘contend more than 
is necessary’ on the issue, since it was not particularly important to the faith.24  
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Italian reformer Girolamo Zanchi asked Jewel to use his influence with other bishops 
to make them give in to the queen’s wishes over vestments, since the issue was not 
worth resigning their posts over.
25
  Jewel himself referred to the vestarian 
controversy with gently mocking humour in a letter to Heinrich Bullinger, telling 
him that ‘some of our brethren are contending about this matter as if the whole of our 
religion were contained in this single point’.  Jewel found this attitude frustrating, 
but noted wryly that it could be worse.  ‘We thank God that he does not suffer us at 
this time to be disquieted among ourselves by questions of more importance.’26   
In contrast, Jewel and his contemporaries were much more affected by the 
issues of the Jewel-Harding controversy.  It had a huge impact in its time, causing 
what Torrance Kirby calls an ‘unprecedented commotion’.27  Literature scholar Mary 
Morrissey notes that the clerical vestments were not the main topic of the Paul’s 
Cross sermons during the 1560s.  Rather, the majority of preachers campaigned 
against ‘the corruption of the Roman Church …and the need for moral reformation’.  
Using that evidence, she suggests that the Jewel-Harding controversy was ‘of greater 
significance than the internal debates over clerical vestments’ to the leaders of the 
early Elizabethan church.
28
   
This seems to be supported by Peter Martyr’s attitude toward the 
controversy.  He did not overly concern himself with the issue of the vestments, but 
he reacted to Jewel’s writings by saying that they had significance for the entire 
faith.  As Martyr put it, ‘the truth of the gospel’ would not be successfully attacked 
by its enemies as long as Jewel was writing.  Martyr also praised the Apology and 
said that many of the continental reformers ‘make no end of commending it, and 
think that nothing in these days has been set forth more perfectly’.29  Even when 
factoring in the close relationship between Jewel and Martyr, which would 
predispose him to appreciate Jewel’s work, the difference in Martyr’s reaction to 
these two issues is notable.  It seems that Jewel’s polemical efforts were far more 
significant to him than the issue of the vestments.  This chapter will follow Martyr’s 
example, and attempt to address this imbalance in the historiography.   
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The Challenge in Context 
In 1593, the poet and scholar Gabriel Harvey referred to Harding and Jewel 
as great adversaries whose battle had no equal for many years, calling them ‘our 
Eschines and Demosthenes…two thundering and lightning orators in divinity’.30  
Eschines and Demosthenes were both skilled orators in ancient Greece, whose 
frequent political opposition came to its head in their debate over the crown, which 
Ctesiphon wanted to give to Demosthenes.
31
  Thus, Harvey’s analogy was 
appropriate on several levels: not only were Harding and Jewel highly trained and 
well-matched orators, but the crown was a frequent source of animosity between 
them.  Also, when compared to other polemic of the time, the debate between them 
is notable for its war-like intensity.  Catholic historian A.C. Southern has identified 
eight separate Elizabethan ecclesiastical controversies, including that of Jewel and 
Harding.  None of them had its scope in content, scale or ferocity.  The closest was 
the debate between the Catholic Edmund Campion and his challengers:  it involved 
seven people and thirteen separate works, making it less than one-third the size of 
the Jewel-Harding controversy.
32
   
These eight controversies followed such great examples of Reformation 
polemic as the debate between Tyndale and More over the nature of the church and 
the sacraments (1529-1532), and the debate between Cranmer and Gardiner over the 
nature of the Eucharist in the early 1550s.  All of them reflected the blend of old and 
new that characterized early sixteenth century education, because they managed to 
incorporate both the methods that are commonly associated with medieval 
scholasticism, and the ideas of early sixteenth-century humanism.  In their structure, 
these controversies showed elements of the medieval method of disputation in a 
written form.  In their content, they reflected humanist methodology in their concern 
with languages, their determination to use original documents, and their spirit of 
investigation.   
To parallel the controversy between Harding and Jewel with such different 
and complex examples of religious debate raises the question of how to define  
‘polemic’ in a way that includes them all.  The answer is decidedly unclear in 
modern historiography.  Adam Francisco, in his study of Martin Luther and Islam, 
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suggests that polemic is simply a religious debate, but does not specify what he 
means by this.
33
  Ellen Macek, in her The Loyal Opposition:  Tudor Traditionalist 
Polemic, never defined what she meant by ‘polemic’, except to suggest what it was 
not.  She did not think that reformation polemicists were ‘labouring to construct a 
systematic theology’ but answering points of controversy, which explained the 
rambling construction of the polemicists’ work and their confusing welter of 
examples.
34
  
Peter Marshall suggests that polemic can be defined based on its purpose, 
because of what it meant for particular religious groups:  ‘early modern religion was 
not only about formal beliefs and practices, but also about the ways those beliefs and 
practices were glossed’.  Catholics, for example, ‘spent much of their polemical 
energy trying to define and even isolate themselves as a community’.35 This suggests 
that polemic involved determining what was and was not part of a particular set of 
beliefs, which is the most useful definition for the purposes of this chapter.  It 
reflects both the adversarial mentality of the combatants, and their tendency to define 
themselves in terms of their opposites.    
Furthermore, polemic in this definition was designed to provoke a response 
from its readers, and that also well suits the Jewel-Harding controversy.  As 
literature scholar Jesse Lander explains, polemic can be distinguished from earlier 
forms of controversial writing because it did not aim to create a unified body of 
readers, but ‘to divide its readers into friends and enemies’.  Through this division, a 
new community was forged.
36
  Lander considers this in a way which is similar to 
Peter Matheson’s study of the German pamphlet polemic of the 1520s:  Matheson 
also emphasizes the goal of provoking a reaction through printed works.  He argues 
that ‘words were minted…to sharpen issues, alert minds, awaken emotions, and to 
motivate the hesitant to action.  …It had a heuristic function as well as an 
instrumental one.  Its aim was to let truth emerge from the clash of competing 
views’.37  This is the reason why textual communities will soon come into the 
argument: in textual communities, printed texts were essential.  Truth emerged 
through the interpretation of a particular set of texts, and the controversy between 
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Jewel and Harding provided the necessary texts for the communities that revolved 
around them.   
Sixteenth-century polemic was different from its predecessors not only in its 
printed format, but in its evidence.  Anna Seregina notes that polemic changed over 
the course of the reformation, due to the changes in the basic topoi.  During the 
Reformation, English polemicists were interested ‘in the origins of the Christian 
church in Britain, especially the story of Christian conversion, the relationship 
between church and crown, and, lastly, the problem of succession’.  Thus, where 
medieval polemic based its arguments on natural and divine law, Reformation 
polemicists focused on historical arguments because they were interested ‘in the 
quality and the authenticity of their proofs’.38    
Over the course of the sixteenth century, these proofs became more and more 
important. Even a cursory comparison of  Tyndale’s restrained use of Biblical 
characters and scripture references in the 1530s shows a marked difference to the 
overwhelming cascade of Bible verses and quotations from the church fathers in 
Jewel’s treatises of the 1560s.  This may be merely a difference in style, but at the 
same time it shows a difference in emphasis, especially since the two men’s styles 
seem similar in other ways.  They used many of the same polemical strategies, and 
each valued the contributions of the church fathers to the faith.  As Jan James notes, 
Tyndale promoted the use of the church fathers and accused his opponents of 
neglecting their evidence.
39
  Jewel would later do the same, but to a far greater extent 
and in far greater detail, suggesting that this strategy had become more important to 
later polemics. 
Jewel was actually one of the first Elizabethan polemicists to effectively 
focus on historical arguments, and part of the reason why this strategy was so 
effective was his extensive examination of not only his own sources but the sources 
of his adversaries.  As an example, in the collection of Jewel’s books in Magdalen 
College Oxford can be found Reginald Pole’s Pro Ecclesiasticae Unitatis 
Defensione.  From the margin notes that Jewel made, it is evident that he studied it 
closely enough that he could pinpoint what he saw as Pole’s errors.  In one passage 
that used the work of St Chrysostom, he underlined a section and wrote ‘non sunt 
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ista verba chyrsostomi’.40  In another passage, he rejected Pole’s interpretation 
because ‘plus ecclesiae, quam scripturis’.41      
Jewel’s insistence on placing Biblical and patristic sources in their historical 
context influenced not only his allies but his adversaries, who were forced to meet 
him on his terms due to his negative method.  This method required the Romanists to 
prove that the practices of the Roman Church had existed in the first six hundred 
years of the faith.  This time limitation was new, and it unsettled some people who 
thought that Jewel may have made the challenge too broad.  One member of his 
textual community, Alexander Nowell, was not sure that Jewel’s stance was entirely 
defensible.
42
  Jewel himself noted wryly in a letter to the Earl of Leicester that his 
own friends were concerned, telling him that ‘I was overseen to lay out the matter in 
such a generality, and to give the adversary so great a scope’.43  Even later historians 
were not sure of the wisdom of Jewel’s structure; John Strype said that Jewel raised 
up enemies for himself by not limiting the Catholics to proofs from the Scripture, but 
allowing them to argue from the fathers.
44
 
In contrast, Harding and his allies chafed against the limit Jewel imposed.  
Harding said that Jewel ‘might and ought likewise to have allowed reason, tradition, 
custom, and authority of the church, without limitation of time’.45  This rather 
missed the point of Jewel’s basic premise that these church traditions and customs 
were new and therefore not legitimate proofs, but he never noticed that.  He just 
focused on meeting the challenge, by using three arguments as evidence that the 
Roman Church was the true universal church:  tradition, apostolic succession, and 
the divine promise to stay with the church.  
These three arguments show that Harding claimed authority exclusively 
through the institution of the church.  This can be seen clearly in the Detection, 
where Harding rested his claims on church tradition and the unbroken line of 
bishops:  ‘We require to have recourse for trial of our faith to the tradition of 
doctrine of the Roman Church…  We appeal to the faith of that church taught abroad 
in the world, and by successions of bishops brought down to us’.46  Harding 
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constantly pointed out that Christ had promised to remain with his church, and since 
the Roman Church was the only church in existence at the time, that meant that 
Christ was in that church.  He wished that his adversaries would simply accept that, 
so that they could all move on to other things.  ‘If then these matters…be brought to 
that consistory and to that seat of judgement, whereunto all controversies ought to be 
referred, I mean the Catholic Church, the pillar and sure stay of truth, in which the 
Holy Ghost the spirit of truth is resident…we should soon be at accord.’47 Jewel, for 
his part, denied that such grace had been promised in perpetuity, and turned to other 
sources of authority to support his argument -  sources he had studied while in exile.  
He also turned to other strategies for presenting his arguments, using the extensive 
knowledge of classical rhetoric which he had learned during his years at Oxford. 
 
The Challenge 
Jewel used many rhetorical devices, such as repetition, humour, and 
emotional appeal.  His most effective rhetorical weapon, however, was the device of 
the challenge.  Challenging one’s opponents was an important part of written 
polemic because it allowed the author to make a stand over a particular point or 
issue.  In one sense all polemic was a challenge, since it was considered 
unacceptable to leave any polemical work unanswered.  As Alexandra Walsham 
points out: 
…silence and failure to retaliate was seen as tantamount to an 
admission of defeat.  Works that stood unchallenged were thought 
to present a particular risk.  …If the poison they contained was not 
isolated and neutralized, the souls of the ‘lighter’ and ‘unlearned 
sort’ were in danger of being consumed by Satan, that deadly  
enemy of their salvation.
48
 
Defeat was not acceptable, whether it came through silence or through the failure to 
convince.  Thus, polemicists had to fight both their opponents and their readers, in 
order to ensure that the right message came across.   
This was the all-encompassing challenge of polemic.  From within it, 
polemicists issued a more direct form of challenge to provide special emphasis.  For 
example, Cranmer gave Gardiner a challenge in his Answer to a Cavillation, saying 
that he, Cranmer, would maintain that he had the correct interpretation until Gardiner 
could prove ‘that these authors spake one thing, and meant another, and that qualities 
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and accidents be substances’.49  This was an unanswerable challenge due to its 
subjectivity, and did not really expect a literal response.  It was meant both to 
discredit Cranmer’s opponent and to halt any possible misinterpretation the reader 
might develop, and thus it was more important for its dramatic tone and implied 
conviction than for its actual content.  Such drama was the compelling part of this 
sort of polemic.  As Peter Matheson puts it:  ‘no small part of the entertainment 
value of Reformation literature was its war game character:  ritual challenges, calls 
to battle, [and] epic stories of heroism’.50 
Jewel’s challenge had a grander scope than many sixteenth-century rhetorical 
challenges.  For example, Thomas More’s use of the challenge was far more specific.  
In his Confutation, he said that there was never a time when it was appropriate for a 
monk to marry a nun, and challenged Tyndale to prove him wrong.  ‘Wherein if 
Tyndale dare say that I lie, let Tyndale…bring forth of all the old holy saints 
someone that said the contrary, which I am very sure he can not.’51  Thomas 
Cranmer used the device of the challenge in a similar way, when he demanded in his 
Defence that ‘the papists’ show some authority for their opinion, ‘and let them not 
constrain all men to follow their fond devises, only because they say’.52 In contrast, 
Jewel’s challenge was thrown out to all learned men, not just to one group or to one 
opponent, and he clearly delineated both the sources and the purpose of the 
challenge.   
Many other challenges simply asked for an opponent to show proof that 
rendered the author’s point incorrect. Jewel took it to the next level and challenged 
his opponents to change his entire world-view.  
If any learned man of all our adversaries, or if all the learned men 
that be alive be able to bring, any one sufficient sentence, out of any 
old catholic doctor, or father: or out of any old general council:  
or out of the holy scriptures of God: or any one example of the 
primitive church, whereby it may be clearly and plainly proved, 
that there was any private mass in the whole world at that time... 
or that there was then any communion ministered unto the people 
under one kind: or that, the people had their common prayers then 
in a strange tongue, that they understood not: or that, the Bishop  
of Rome was then called, an universal bishop, or the head of the  
universal church...or that the lay people was then forbidden, to read  
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the word of God in their own tongue. If any man alive were able 
to prove, any of these articles, by any one clear, or plain clause, or 
sentence, either of the scriptures: or of the old doctors: or of any old 
general Council: or by any example of the primitive church:  I  
promised then that I would give over and subscribe unto him.
53
  
Within this challenge lies Jewel’s subtle re-definition of the ‘catholic’ 
church.  Jewel claimed authenticity for the primitive apostolic church and denied the 
legitimacy of papal leadership.  He emphasized the importance of  participation by 
each individual in the church, connecting that to the use of the vernacular tongue.  
Significantly, he referred to the universal church in his denial of the claims of the 
pope, suggesting that he was thinking of a church both within and beyond the 
borders of England.    
This provoked Harding into defending more recent church traditions and the 
papal supremacy, which Jewel then countered.  As their debate proceeded, both men 
began to draw demarcation lines around their confessions, based on the perceived 
authority of these claims to catholicity.  They each limited the universal church.  As 
Peter Marshall argues, ‘it undoubtedly has something important to tell us about the 
culture of mid-sixteenth century England that a word whose etymology denotes 
universality and inclusivity should come to feature so prominently in the pathology 
of religious division’.54 In the case of Jewel and Harding, it tells us how they each 
defined their positions in resistance to the ideologies of their adversaries.    
It is possible to trace this development over the course of their ten-year 
debate.  In the original Challenge Sermon, Jewel claimed that the Church of England 
was returning to the ‘catholic’ church of Christ.  Harding’s response was that ‘we’ 
remain in the ‘catholic’ church, and ‘you’ do not, because ‘you’ deface the church.55  
In his Reply, Jewel retorted that ‘he defaces not the church, that defaces the defacers 
of the church’, and that Harding and his side were not truly ‘catholic’.56  Harding 
rejected that statement in his Rejoinder, and threatened that the Catholic Church 
would abandon Jewel and the Church of England if they did not repent.  This did not 
seem to concern Jewel:  in his Apology, he said that ‘we have indeed set ourselves 
apart’ from the Roman Church.57  This led to further division in the exchange.  In the 
Confutation of the Apology, Harding was shocked that ‘they’ called themselves 
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Catholic and ‘us’ papists, which led to a discussion of the term and its meaning.  
Harding claimed that the writings of St Paul gave ‘a manifest prophecy that the 
Roman faith and the Catholic faith should be all one’.58 
Jewel clarified his stance in both the 1567 and 1570 editions of the Defence.  
In his own copy of the 1567 book, which is in the library at Magdalen College 
Oxford,  Jewel made notes which were later incorporated into the second edition.  
These notes rejected Harding’s interpretation of ‘universal’, which was: ‘that thing 
must be held for catholic, that everywhere, evermore, and of all men has been 
believed’. This interpretation was based on the work of Lirinensis, a fifth-century 
writer whose only lasting work, his Commonitorium, attempted to combat heresy 
through an examination of divine law and church tradition.  Harding, notably, did 
not include Lirinensis’ qualification of that statement, which was that this sort of 
definition only applied when the church had not been corrupted.
59
  
Jewel could not accept that interpretation even with its qualification, because 
there was no one thing that all men believed, especially in religion.  As he wrote, by 
that definition even the gospel of Christ could not be considered ‘catholic’, because 
‘Turks receive it not, and the Jews abhorred it’.60  Jewel’s analysis of this argument 
in the 1570 edition further removed the Roman Church from the ‘catholic’ church, 
and set up the Church of England as a true representative of the ‘catholic’ church.  It 
expanded his claim in the 1567 edition that the English Church had actually returned 
to the ‘catholic’ church, not left it, which meant that Harding’s side were the ‘false 
catholics’.61  
From 1567, the division seems firm and complete.  In the Detection (1568), 
Harding accused Jewel of making two churches, and referred to the members of 
Jewel’s church for the first time as ‘the Protestants’.  He also presented a scenario in 
which the world was half Catholic and half Protestant, with an air of regretful 
resignation.
62
 Jewel shows similar levels of acceptance in the 1570 edition of the 
Defence.  He claimed that Harding said that ‘the Protestants have forsaken Christ, 
the Protestants have become Jews…The Protestants at their next proceeding will 
utterly deny God’, and denied that any of these things were going to happen.63  
However, he did not argue against Harding’s inclusion of the Church of England into 
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‘the Protestants’.  At this point, it seems that Jewel had fully determined that the 
universal church was operating within and through the various Protestant churches. 
That Jewel saw a certain affinity between the Church of England and 
continental Protestants can been seen in his argument with Harding over Michael 
Servetus.  Servetus was an anti-Trinitarian who helped found the Unitarian 
movement, and he was executed for heresy in 1553.
64
  Harding taunted Jewel that 
Servetus was one of the brethren of Jewel’s church, and Jewel denied it with a 
chillingly simple response.   
As for…Servetus the Arian, and such other the like, they were 
yours, Master Harding, they were not of us… We detected their  
heresies, and not you: we arraigned them: we condemned them:  
we put them to the execution of the laws. It seems very much to 
call them our brothers, because we burned them.
65
   
Religious historian John Coffey suggests that Jewel was both defending the 
execution of heretics and denying any association of Protestantism with heresy by 
this.
66
  Peter Lake discusses the incident in more detail, claiming that  ‘Bishop 
Jewel’s famous throwaway reference to …Servetus betrays not only the 
centrality…of the assumption of reformed solidarity in the face of popery and 
Protestant heterodoxy but also the ease with which that assumption was made and 
expressed’.67 The lines between ‘us’ and ‘them’, Catholic and Protestant, and indeed 
Protestant and heretic, had been clearly and forcefully drawn.   
 
Between the Lines 
These demarcation lines must be considered within their historical context. 
Lucy Wooding calls the period between the 1530s and 1570s the ‘formative years’ of 
a religious divide, and points out that the progress of Catholicism was as important 
for this development as the emergence of Protestantism.
68
 In 1564 the decrees of the 
Council of Trent were confirmed, after twenty years of discussion, and while many 
English Catholics did not mention Trent in their writings, it did have an effect on 
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them.
69
  Harding referred to it in the second thread of his debate with Jewel, 
especially in his Confutation, where he set out to prove the value of general councils 
and affirm Trent’s authority.  He also applied that authority to Jewel himself:  
‘Neither are you condemned by the bishop of Rome only…but by the universal 
church of Christ represented of late in general council held at Trent’.  
In this passage Harding meant the universal church in the physical sense, and 
used the force of numbers to further prove Trent’s authority, scoffing at Jewel’s 
claim of the value of the ‘little flock’ of God’s people in the process.70  Significantly, 
Harding also attempted to use Trent as an authority in his Rejoinder.  Due to the six-
hundred-year time limit, he could not use it in his responses to the twenty-six 
Challenge Sermon articles, so he used it to discredit Jewel.  He said that he felt 
obliged to tell the reader that Jewel was accursed according to the Tridentine 
Council, which had decreed that particular punishment for anyone who blasphemed 
the mass.
71
    
Pius V was elected in 1566, and that changed the direction of continental 
Catholicism.  David Loades claims that the exiles at Louvain ‘became convinced that 
the Catholic Church in England was simply dying of inaction, and that the national 
instinct to avoid persecution was at the root of the trouble’.  With the election of Pius 
V, these exiles found themselves led by a man whose zeal, they thought, could be 
turned toward the spiritual welfare of the English.
72
  Unfortunately, the zeal of Pius 
V led to the papal bull of 1569, Regnans in Excelsis, which both excommunicated 
Elizabeth and released her subjects from any obligation to obey her.  It also re-
established papal authority over English Catholics, and thus caused great confusion 
and distress.
73
  Politically, it marked the end of what Glen Bowman calls the 
‘cautious timidity’ of  English Catholics toward Elizabeth’s government.  After the 
Northern Rising of 1569, the tactics of Catholic leaders would turn into ‘intense 
political polemic’.74  
These events helped firmly mark the demarcation lines between the Roman 
and English Churches, and also assisted in the development of a distinct Catholic 
textual community.  Beginning with his Rejoinder, Harding spoke proudly of the 
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group of Catholic men with whom he worked, some of whom were his old college 
fellows.  These included John Rastell, Nicholas Sander, and Thomas Stapleton, who 
were all associated with ‘Oxford House’ in Louvain.75  This close proximity made 
this group very self-aware and close-knit, and their works reflect that.  Each man 
answered specific aspects of Jewel’s challenge, and engaged different opponents.  
This shows a high level of co-ordination, which widened the influence and scope of 
their work; something that will be studied further in the next chapter. 
In contrast, the textual community around Jewel was less defined.  At its core 
were the five writers who supported Jewel by contributing to the controversy, and 
the other divines who enabled them.  However, they were not as closely knit as 
Harding’s group, in either the literal or figurative sense.  They did not work out of 
one university, but out of various churches and universities throughout England.  
Also, they were more aware of their own universality, in part because most of them 
had been exiles or friends of exiles.  This was significant, because Jewel deliberately 
fostered such a sense of universality.  He aligned his works with particular reformers 
of the country and the continent.   
This comes through most clearly in Jewel’s response to Harding’s taunt about 
John Knox’s First Blast of the Trumpet, which clearly did not support the rule of 
Elizabeth.  Jewel denied any connection with this work, deciding that Knox had to 
deal with the consequences of that on his own. Also, he added, ‘Master Calvin, 
Master Martyr, Master Musculus, Master Bullinger, whom you call the faithful 
brothers of England, misliked that enterprise, and wrote against it’.76  Jewel’s textual 
community was based on particular doctrine, inner faith, and loyalty to the godly 
magistrate rather than location or institutional universality.  Jewel intended to 
represent a properly balanced faith, and this separated his community from both 
papists and extremists such as John Knox.   
His determination reflects the sort of moderation identified by Ethan Shagan, 
and contrasts with the traditional scholarship on the Elizabethan settlement.  The 
settlement is often portrayed as a flawed compromise; a ‘fluid’ or ‘flexible’ attempt 
to please as many people as possible.
77
 Theologians H.F. Woodhouse and Leonard 
Trinterud, for example, both held dim views of it.  Woodhouse argued that the 
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settlement’s poor structure resulted in a lack of doctrine for the church.78  Trinterud 
described it as ‘deliberately non-ideological’, and the means of preventing further 
reform.
79
  This interpretation does not seem to acknowledge the efforts of the 
settlement’s defenders.  Jewel encouraged individual faith and promoted the 
church’s doctrine as aligned with the primitive church, and his adversarial mentality 
would not have allowed him to defend a doctrine-deficient compromise with such 
devotion.  If Jewel’s message and motivation is considered in the evaluation of the 
Elizabethan settlement, it makes it possible to argue that the settlement attempted to 
create not a compromise but a balanced faith.  It gave the church a form that 
reflected its own Edwardian and Henrican history, and acknowledged the 
connections forged by exposure to the continental reformers during the Marian exile.       
Through this alignment with these reformers, Jewel established his church in 
a moderate position that Lucy Wooding considers significant, since it was the 
position which English Catholicism had taken in the 1530s.  When Jewel and his 
reformers took up that position, ‘in many ways the tables had been turned on the 
English Catholics, and it was perhaps not surprising that an increasing rigidity in 
theological outlook was the result’.80  Here Wooding captures the essence what 
happened in the Jewel-Harding debate.  The two men pushed each other into clearer 
definitions and stronger claims, both through promoting their own side and through 
trying to damage the reputation of the other side.   
Harding defended the Roman Church based on its unity, traditions and 
customs, seven sacraments, saints and miracles, and unbroken succession.  Then he 
tried to disparage the Church of England by claiming that ‘they’ allowed clerical 
marriage, made the sacrament of the Eucharist into nothing but a bare sign, rejected 
part of the Bible, and did not acknowledge papal authority.  For his part, Jewel 
promoted the Church of England’s connection to the apostolic church, defended its 
doctrine based on its connection with the scripture and the church fathers, and 
proclaimed the high moral standards of their clergy.  Then he scorned the Roman 
Church’s acceptance of brothels and concubines, rejection of civil authority, and 
addition of ‘unwritten verities’ to the word of God.  Over the course of the debate, 
these issues became firm points of separation between the two confessions, marking 
out what beliefs and traditions belonged to each one. 
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The lines were further deepened through Jewel’s and Harding’s treatments of 
the invisible church.  Harding began by arguing against the idea that Jewel’s church 
was part of an invisible universal church, and then switched tactics and started to 
suggest that Jewel’s church was invisible in the sense of something ‘secret and 
hidden’, which meant that it had to be wrong.  The real church was a city on a hill, a 
light that no one could miss, so an invisible church was by definition not a true 
church.  In the Detection, Harding spoke most boldly about the issue.  ‘By your own 
confession, your doctrine has not been in all churches, at all times taught, and 
therefore you have told us, we know not what of your church, that it is invisible, 
secret, unknown, and lurks in corners…and therefore you are not catholic.’81   
Harding also added an emotional appeal to this claim.  Emotional appeals 
were a rhetorical device often used in polemic after exposition and persuasion, in 
order to direct the audience to the right interpretation of their new knowledge.
 82
  It 
was a common feature in preaching as well as in written polemic, as a method of 
argument and a means of using language effectively, and it was used with great skill 
throughout the Reformation controversies.
83
 Andrew Pettegree notes that the 
audience expected such emotional displays:  ‘the ability to transfer his own 
emotional intensity to the auditory was widely regarded as a sign of an effective 
preacher’.84 
Harding’s use of emotional appeal was neither as frequent nor as eloquent as 
Jewel’s, but he did use it effectively to question the legitimacy of the invisible 
church.  In the Detection, he said:  ‘O Master Jewel…when time will not bear out 
this gay glorious confession of yours, then, as your manner is, [you] run to corners, 
to seek some comfort of an unknown invisible church, where both the ministers…the 
sacraments, the people…are all together invisible’.85  This was a very clever 
strategy:  it turned the shift in the definition of ‘catholic’ into a point in Harding’s 
favour.  Where earlier reformers had insisted that they were the ones remaining in 
the traditional Catholic Church while the papists were departing from it, Jewel had 
declared that the Church of England had left the Catholic Church.  It was part of his 
portrayal of the ‘Englishness’ of the Church of England, but Harding saw it as a 
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retreat.  As he put it, once his opponents could not support their beliefs within the 
Catholic Church, they ran away and created an ‘unknown invisible church’.  When 
phrased in this way, the invisible church sounds not like a true universal church, but 
an adolescent attempt to get out of trouble.  Such a strategy provoked further 
clarification of the national universal church from Jewel, in order to justify its 
separation from the Roman Church.  
As this section has shown, the Jewel-Harding controversy offers a unique 
window into the religious developments of the 1560s.  In focusing so exclusively on 
the vestarian controversy, therefore, historians do a disservice to the study of the 
early Elizabethan church. Many of the clergy in England supported Jewel in his 
work, through providing sources and information, or by taking on one of the 
challengers.  Jewel did not face this challenge alone.  By ignoring this in favour of  
studying the vestarian controversy, historians focus on dissention between clergy 
rather than on the ways in which they worked together against a common adversary.  
This makes them seem to be a much more divided group than they actually were.   
Due to the number of people involved, the amount of time covered, and the 
detail of its discussion, the Jewel-Harding controversy also provides unique insight 
into one aspect of early Elizabethan studies that cannot be studied through the 
vestarian controversy:  the role of the audience in debates over the nature of the 
church.  The vestarian controversy was in many ways a clerical dispute, fought out 
between the supreme governor and her clergy.  The Jewel-Harding controversy, 
although it was fought out between clerics and scholars, engaged a far wider and 
greater audience.  It is to the question of audience that we now turn. 
 
The Prize of Soul and Body 
Reformation historian Felicity Heal points out that both sides of the Jewel-
Harding controversy were fighting for the same prize:  that of ‘the soul and body of 
the English nation’.86 It was a different prize than it had been just a generation 
earlier, because the reigns of Edward VI and Mary I had altered attitudes and re-
defined religion in ways which affected the monarch and her ministers as much as it 
had the nation itself.  As Diarmaid MacCulloch points out, a large part of the 
Elizabethan government was made up of Nicodemites, who had managed to keep 
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their reforming convictions while still conforming to the Roman Church.
87
 This 
meant that they were willing to use more covert and subtle means of gaining 
religious stability than they may have once been.  For example, William Cecil spent 
the Marian years at the fringes of the political world.  Then he became, as 
MacCulloch phrases it, the ‘architect of a Protestant transformation in the English 
Church’.88 As that architect, Cecil employed a policy of cautious moderation in 
choosing church leaders: he knew that the presentation of particular doctrine in a 
favourable light required the careful creation of a helpful clergy.  As David Loades 
puts it, ‘it was clearly recognized that prevention was better than cure and Cecil, like 
Cromwell, was a master in the management of positive propaganda’.89  
What Loades calls positive propaganda has been called persuasion in Andrew 
Pettegree’s important work Reformation and the Culture of Persuasion.  Pettegree 
categorizes the shifts in attitudes and the re-definition of religion that occurred over 
the sixteenth century by dividing the reformation into a first and second generation.  
The first generation of reform happened during the reigns of Henry VIII and Edward 
VI, and involved painful decisions on the part of English people to reject the 
traditional church and accept the new learning based on nothing more than ‘the good 
faith and charismatic authority of preachers who had often emerged from a 
comparatively lowly position in the local clerical hierarchy’.  The second generation 
involved an ‘extended process of reorientation’ to new churches.  People could 
adhere to the new religion that emerged during the reign of Elizabeth without any 
real mental engagement, simply because it was the new official church.   
This lack of mental engagement on the part of church members was not 
acceptable to the reformers of this second generation.  They knew that ‘the process 
of building a new church required much more than conversion.  Education, 
assimilation, and the creation of new enemies – a new dialectic of belonging and 
rejection – all played their part’.90  Jewel and Harding were part of this second 
generation of reform, and their debate exemplifies this culture of persuasion.  As 
Pettegree notes, the process of education, assimilation and the creation of new 
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enemies took place in ‘public, communal settings’ like marketplaces and pulpits.91  
This was the way that Jewel and Harding’s debate first reached the public:  Jewel 
preached the Challenge Sermon three times before he published it, and he also 
preached each of his responses to Harding before he published them.   
Harding often enviously referred to Jewel’s access to Paul’s Cross, especially 
in connection with Jewel’s success.  In the Rejoinder, for example, Harding 
summarized Jewel’s career as: ‘your favour of the common people and others that 
clap you on the shoulder, your vain pulpit buzzing…at Paul’s Cross:  all this has 
made many…believe that Master Jewel was a great clerk, a pillar of the gospel, a 
peerless fellow’.92  This suggests that Harding was aware of the role preaching had 
in the persuasion of the people, and wanted the same opportunity.  To his chagrin, he 
could offer only written responses.  Also, his work was banned in England, limiting 
him all the more because the majority of the audience could read his point of view 
legally only through the passages included in Jewel’s works. 93   
A further limitation was the exclusive use of the vernacular.  Christopher 
Highley suggests that Catholic exiles used the vernacular ‘to demonstrate their 
attachment to “our mother tongue” and to an emotionally resonant linguistic 
definition of Englishness’.  They did not particularly like using English, which they 
considered ‘rude utterance’, but they used it in order to compete for ‘possession of 
the mother tongue and for the symbolic capital it embodied’.94  A.C. Southern 
suggests that their reluctance stemmed in part from the limitation of the English 
language when it came to constructing traditional forms of rhetoric and logic.
95
  This 
can be supported by a comment by the Catholic Thomas Dorman, who suggested 
that people who willingly wrote in the vernacular were ‘the less learned and wise’.96   
Significantly, after 1568 many Romanist scholars shifted locations from 
Louvain to Douai, and at the same time they also shifted away from writing in the 
vernacular and started to work in Latin once again.  Lucy Wooding attributes this to 
their determination to study doctrine in more depth in preparation for missions:  they 
restricted the use of the vernacular to works which avoided discussion of doctrine 
and emphasized Catholic loyalty and identity instead, such as devotional works and 
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martyrologies.  She also connects this shift in language to a trend for Romanists to 
take refuge ‘not in scripture, but in the institutional church’.97  This shows how 
closely they identified the universal church with the Church of Rome, and its 
members as a ‘mass of souls’. 
Harding insisted that the liturgy should be conducted in Latin, because the 
‘high and worthy mystery’ of the sacrament should be ‘honoured with secretness, 
closeness, and silence’, but he was resigned to the use of the vernacular in polemical 
debate.
 98
  He even used the vernacular when a Latin option was available to him.  
When confuting the Apology, he did not use the Latin edition of 1562, but based his 
response on the 1564 English edition.  This was partly a sign of his acceptance of the 
vernacular, but it also may have been strategic.  Harding made frequent and 
disparaging mention of the 1564 edition’s translator, Lady Anne Bacon.   
Lady Bacon was the daughter of the humanist and educator Sir Anthony 
Cooke, and Lord Keeper Nicholas Bacon’s wife.  She had a reputation as an 
excellent scholar, and was best known for her skills in Greek, Italian, and Latin.  In 
recent historiography, her translation of the Apology has received a great deal of 
attention, mostly from a literary rather than a historical perspective.  For this reason, 
much of the existing scholarship focuses on gender studies or the role of a translator 
in sixteenth-century literature.  However, it also draws out two aspects of Lady 
Bacon’s translation that is significant for this study:  her expectations of readership, 
and her vernacular style.         
Patricia Demers, Gemma Allen and Alan Stewart all suggest that Lady Bacon 
wrote her translation with the expectation that it would reach a greater audience than 
her own circle of friends.  Their evidence comes from a close reading of Archbishop 
Matthew Parker’s dedicatory epistle, which was published along with the translation.  
Parker claimed that Lady Bacon did not intend for her work to be published, but as 
Demers suggests, this may well be just an example of the humility topos.  Alan 
Stewart takes this further, suggesting that Parker’s letter not only intended to provide 
the customary nod to modesty, but was actually structured in the same way as 
dedications written to important patrons.  This gave Lady Bacon a doubly significant 
role as both sponsor and translator, which acknowledged the worth of her work.
99
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Notably, Parker also said that the Latin Apologia  was a ‘public work’ that had not 
been ‘truly and well translated’ until Lady Bacon’s edition.  Her translation pleased 
both him and Jewel, because it allowed them to make ‘his good work more publicly 
beneficial’.100  This shows a keen awareness of the needs of their audience and the 
means of meeting them. 
Gemma Allen and Patricia Demers both focus on Lady Bacon’s awareness of 
the significance of a vernacular translation.  Demers notes the importance of a vivid 
English translation to the ‘vernacular theology’ of the time.101  Allen suggests that 
Lady Bacon deliberately used Old and Middle English words when some words of 
French origin would have sufficed, so that she could give an ‘authentically English’ 
voice to her text.
102
 This further enhances the importance of the vernacular to this 
debate, and the connection between national pride and true faith.  It also suggests 
that Lady Bacon was familiar with Jewel’s style.  Allen points out that Lady Bacon 
deliberately gave her translation a verbal feel with the use of such words as ‘behold’ 
and ‘lo, ye’.  This reflected the structure of Jewel’s Challenge Sermon, and shows 
that Lady Bacon attempted to bring out his methods of persuasion in her 
translation.
103
     
English scholar Lyne Magnusson suggests that Lady Bacon’s greatest 
accomplishment was her translation of Jewel’s Apology, because it made her words 
the voice of the established church.
104
  Lady Bacon’s version has been considered the 
standard translation of the Apology since its first appearance; it was used in the 
passages Jewel included in his 1567 Defence, and in all of his exchanges between 
himself and Harding.  It was also the version used in the 1609 collection of Jewel’s 
works.  By the time Lady Bacon died in 1610, it had been in circulation for nearly 
forty-five years, and continually praised for its vivid prose and skilled translation. 
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However, Harding did not acknowledge  Lady Bacon’s scholarship, referring 
to her as Jewel’s ‘youthful lady interpreter’.  He occasionally suggested that she was 
complicit with Jewel in trying to deceive the reader through her translation, with 
such subtle disparagements as:  ‘my lady the interpreter, not without the will and 
advice of this Defender…has altered the sense of the Latin’.105  This was not 
something Jewel was prepared to accept; he shot back using some of the most 
vehement terms he had used in the entire controversy.  He said that Harding had 
‘lewdly demeaned himself’ towards Lady Bacon, and praised her highly, calling her 
a lady of ‘learning, virtue and gravity…as far from all unwomanly presumption…as 
you are from all manly modesty… [and] as full of wisdom as you of folly’.106 
Jewel was more passionate about the rejection of Latin than Harding was 
about the acceptance of the vernacular, and this was not unusual for second-
generation reformers such as himself.  English and religion scholar John N. King 
suggested that by using the vernacular Elizabethans were simply imitating the 
English Bible, since through it they had ‘inherited the tradition of vernacular 
prose’.107  Other historians attach more significance to this.  Timothy Rosendale 
suggests that the English reformers considered Latin ‘an obfuscatory veil behind 
which the Roman Church worked its corruption’, and that it was part of the 
promotion of Englishness to elevate English above Rome and its language.
108
  David 
Birch agrees that a sense of Englishness affected the choice to promote the 
vernacular, arguing that it was a part of the shift that moved reforming ideas from the 
wider European scene to the local.
109
 Essentially, by writing in English, reformers 
made their doctrine seem English.    
This strategy seems to have had some effect.  As Lucy Wooding notes, 
whether or not the attempt to establish a new faith during the sixteenth century 
worked, ‘the bid for a more intellectualized faith does seem at least to have had some 
success, as ideological concerns became increasingly central to the experience of 
Protestant and Catholic alike’.  Wooding attributes this in part to the use of the 
vernacular.
110
  Similarly, Peter Matheson argues that textual communities could 
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develop in part due to the use of English, because it brought groups within the 
church together.  ‘The recourse to the vulgar language…meant a break with an elitist 
view of education and religion and church; there were no longer to be two kinds of 
Christians, spiritual and worldly, using two different languages.’111  Matheson is 
referring to a wide textual community in this case, involving not only the core 
members but the people with whom they were sharing their interpretation of 
particular texts. 
The makeup of these textual communities is a complex issue, because once a 
textual community goes beyond a relatively small number of people it tends to lose 
its cohesion, and that blurs its purpose.  This is especially true when the purpose is 
polemic.  Alec Ryrie suggests that the polemic of this era was focused on shoring up 
the faith of the converted, not on drawing new people in to the faith or on converting 
the opponent.
112
  This is not completely borne out in the textual communities around 
Jewel and Harding. While it is certainly arguable that the opponents were not the 
main audience, it is not as easy to agree that there was no hope of making new 
conversions.  Convincing others of the truth of their particular interpretation was an 
important activity for textual communities. 
At the same time, it is hard to define what would be a ‘new’ conversion, 
since all the people involved would be considered Christians of some sort.  I would 
argue that the waverers and the weary were the main focus of Jewel’s polemic, and 
thus they represent the converts he and his textual community hoped to make.  These 
people all had faith of some sort, but had not yet made a decision as to what form 
their faith would take.  By the 1560s the people of England had endured over thirty 
years of reform and the reversal of reform.  Many did not want to invest in yet 
another new form of religion, and their reluctance weakened the church and its 
doctrine.  As Patrick McGrath notes, ‘the Elizabethan church had to face the fact that 
there existed an increasingly educated and self-conscious laity very ready to criticize 
defects in its ministers and determined to keep the church in its proper place’.113  
Their conversion was very important for the survival of the church, but neither 
Elizabeth nor her ministers wanted to force that conversion.  Thus, they employed 
what the social historian Christopher Marsh called the ‘softly, softly’ approach to 
reformation.   
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The ‘softly, softly’ approach was a slow and cautious pace of reform first 
advocated by Cranmer, which showed a ‘sensitive appreciation of popular tastes’.  
Marsh noted that it worked well with the English people, because it ‘fitted 
reasonably well with other, older trends, but did not attempt to force their pace with 
excessive aggression’.  Significantly, it worked with the rising levels of literacy and 
‘an intensifying consciousness of nationhood’.114  This shows an awareness of the 
audience and a willingness to adapt methods to match their needs, something which 
was consistently part of Jewel’s work.  As linguistics scholar David Weiser notes, 
this sort of  slow steady pace of conversion can be found in the Challenge Sermon.  
Jewel’s strategy of shifting the burden of proof to the Church of Rome was both bold 
and restrained.   
Although Jewel often seemed impatient for further reform in his letters of 
1559 and 1560, it was the suppression of heresies that he most wanted then, and as 
quickly as possible. Specifically, he wanted the Marian clergy and the mass 
removed:  he was sure that conversion to the true church would happen through the 
simple preaching of  the gospel once the hindrance they presented was gone.
115
  
Jewel was more patient when it came to the business of persuading the waverers and 
the weary.  He recognized that too much of a show of strength was self-defeating and 
advocated simple truth, because the truth ‘never abases itself, never flatters any[one], 
dissembles nothing, feigns nothing’.  To Jewel, truth was best presented with 
restraint, so that it was obvious to the listeners that the preacher was furthering 
God’s cause, not his own.116   
Notably, Jewel did not argue against only one extreme of religion in his work 
of persuasion, but continued to resist all the adversaries of the true church, as he had 
during the Edwardian Reformation.  In a 1560 letter to Martyr, Jewel reported that 
the leaders of the Elizabethan church were busily trying to kill off the ‘large and 
inauspicious crop of Arians, Anabaptists, and other pests’ which had sprung up like 
mushrooms during the ‘darkness and unhappy night of the Marian times’. He told 
Martyr that their means of accomplishing this was through ‘purer doctrine’, which 
was not an unusual strategy for Jewel.
117
  Presenting purer doctrine suited his ‘softly, 
softly’ approach, and his emphasis on the responsibility of the individual to evaluate 
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religious arguments for themselves.  It was always the foundation of his strategy in 
his efforts to maintain a true and balanced faith, as can be seen in the ways he used 
the same reasoning and the same strategies against Arians, Anabaptists and 
ubiquitarians as he did against the Romanists.   
With the ubiquitarians, for example, he grounded his disagreement on the 
church fathers and simply corrected the misinterpretation of Augustine that had led 
to their error, much as he did when correcting misinterpretations that seemed to 
provide legitimacy for papal supremacy.
118
 Then, having presented the Augustinian 
passage in context and made its meaning clear, he called the idea of ubiquitarianism 
a fantasy, because claiming that ‘the body of Christ is everywhere …utterly denies 
the verity of Christ’s body’.119  This strategy helped his work of persuasion, first by 
clarifying which were acceptable beliefs for those who were unsure, and second by 
allowing him to counter Harding’s arguments.  As we have seen, Harding tried to 
equate the Church of England with extremists such as the Arians, Anabaptists and 
ubiquitarians, in order to damage its credibility. 
Jewel’s wide range of adversaries meant that he addressed people who held 
deeply divergent views, and his attitude toward them suggests that he targeted all of 
these people in an attempt to bring them back to what he saw as the correct 
interpretation of the faith, contained in the true universal church.  His methods, 
which focused on education, challenge the assumption that the clerical elite would 
not have entrusted ordinary people with the knowledge of deep and complex issues 
of the faith; an assumption John Craig calls a commonplace in sixteenth-century 
writing. However, it is not entirely clear who was ‘ordinary’.  It was not based only 
on class, but on obedience.  Men and women were often labelled as ‘well-ordered in 
religion’, ‘conformable’ or ‘unconformable’.120 Arguably, those who were 
‘conformable’ (a term which would best describe the waverers and the weary) most 
needed to hear the messages presented in the controversy.  Both Jewel and Harding 
were aware of that, and attempted to reach them using the rhetorical device of direct 
address.  They frequently referred to the ‘dear reader’, the ‘good reader’, the 
‘Christian reader’, or the ‘reader’, prefaced with any combination of those three 
adjectives.   
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The two men used this device in ways that reflect the basic difference in how 
they viewed the individual.  Harding spoke to a group, the ‘mass of souls’ first 
mentioned in the introduction to this chapter.  Jewel spoke to individuals, and he 
often used the device to teach a concept.  In the Reply, he paused in his response to 
an article about the private mass to teach the ‘good Christian reader’ about how 
communion was administered not by one man, but ‘by the priest and whole 
congregation together’ in the primitive church.121 This emphasized the fellowship of 
the congregation, and their universality of faith.   
Jewel also used direct address to conduct revision, telling the reader to ‘look 
back and to consider the whole substance of all that Master Harding has laid in for 
proof’.122 He was frequently very specific in what he said to the reader, especially 
when he was pointing out failings in logic or style, or when he deliberately brought 
the reader back around to the basic point of the original challenge. In one passage 
about the private mass, Jewel said that Harding was wandering vainly through the 
treatise, and not really answering the question at hand.  Thus, he suggested to the 
reader that ‘it may please you to remember my first negative proposition touching 
the same, which in effect is this: They are not able to show, that within six hundred 
years after Christ, there were five Masses said anywhere, in any one Church, in one 
day, throughout the world’.123  Jewel was willing to respond in detail to Harding’s 
proofs and claims, but he would not let the purpose get lost in the polemic. 
Harding also addressed the reader and asked them to judge the value of his 
authority versus that of Jewel, but his attitude was very different.  He did not seem to 
have any particular respect for his readers, referring to them as ‘tinkers and tapsters’, 
and he told them quite clearly what to believe.
124
  His favourite expression was 
‘mark, reader’, which would be followed by a particular statement for said reader to 
accept.  In the Rejoinder, Harding used this expression to tell his audience that Jewel 
‘proceeds with hows and questions, after the guise of Jews, Turks and infidels’.125  In 
the Detection, Harding used it to decree the legitimacy of the structure of the mass, 
and to declare that Jewel’s church was new and heretical.  As Harding phrased it:  
Luther started it, ‘ergo [Jewel’s] company is not the church’.126   
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This displays Harding’s adversarial mentality, which was similar to that of 
the community of reformers in its desire for moderation – that is, to hold the proper 
position against the extremes of religion. He just had a different idea of what 
constituted the proper position.  In that same passage in the Detection, Harding went 
on to condemn his opponents because they let people come up with their own 
interpretations.  He expected his readers to accept the faith which they were given by 
the church, often using the image of ‘sundry waxes’ blending into one candle to 
illustrate this.  He explained it most clearly in the Confutation.
127
  ‘I trust so many as 
love the truth, fear God, think of their soul’s health, and understand what danger it is 
to be out of the church, will follow Paul’s counsel to Timothy, which is utterly to 
refuse [the reformers] and give ear to no part of their false and perilous teaching.’128 
Perhaps the best way to summarize how Jewel and Harding saw their 
audiences differently can be found in how they phrased their addresses to the reader.  
Jewel said that he spoke to them for their better understanding; Harding said that he 
spoke to them for their better instruction.
129
  This fine distinction shows how the 
Jewel-Harding controversy built on  existing sixteenth-century polemical tradition.  
In his debate with Tyndale that took place in the early 1530s, Thomas More had 
treated the reader in a way that was similar to Harding’s method, in that he provided 
the reader with the correct conclusion:  that the Catholic Church was to be 
believed.
130
  More also seems to have thought of his audience as a ‘mass of souls’, 
since he rarely referred to the ‘reader’, preferring instead ‘the readers’.131  William 
Tyndale, however, treated the reader as a judge, and also presented a viewpoint that 
placed the onus of responsibility on the individual, claiming that it was time for the 
English people to ‘see with their own eyes’.132 Like Jewel, he aimed to help his 
readers understand. 
The similarity between styles inspired literature scholar David Weiser to 
suggest that Jewel may have been influenced by Tyndale.  In his opinion, Jewel’s 
writings parallel those of Tyndale in their ‘unremitting clarity’ and ‘careful yet 
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hammer-like’ sentences.133  However, Weiser also thought that Jewel’s connection 
with Tyndale was not direct, but came through Cranmer.  One example of their 
similarity can be found in Cranmer’s debate with Gardiner in the early 1550s:  
Cranmer had a  tendency to refer the reader to his own judgement, something which 
can also be found in Jewel.
134
   
Based on this evidence, it seems that Harding attempted to re-claim a wide 
segment of the population, and Jewel aimed to persuade them.  Chapter five will 
examine the extent of Jewel’s success, both during his lifetime and for twenty years 
beyond it.  For the present, it is enough to point out that the Challenge Sermon and 
its descendants were preached and published not only for the general London public, 
but for powerful and influential people such as the mayor and aldermen, the nobles 
of the court, and all levels of clergy. Many of the clergy were reluctant to accept 
Elizabeth’s settlement, especially those who had openly supported the restoration of 
the church to Rome.  Jewel said in a letter to Peter Martyr that ‘if…obstinacy were 
found anywhere, it was altogether among the priests, those especially who had once 
been on our side.  They are now throwing all things into confusion, in order, I 
suppose, that they may not seem to have changed their opinions without due 
consideration’.135   
Jewel may have inspired them, and their contemporaries among the laity, to 
give the settlement that consideration.  A letter from Jewel to William Cecil shows 
that Jewel’s responses were eagerly awaited:  Jewel explained why his Reply had 
taken so long to write, and said that he understood Cecil’s impatience.  Then he 
promised that he was working diligently on completing the work:  ‘I know many 
look for it greedily, and some wonder it is not abroad long sithence.  …All this 
forces me not to hasten faster than I may; which thing, as, God willing, it shall not 
hinder the cause.’136  It seems that Jewel’s efforts to present meticulous research and 
carefully consider individual needs were not wasted on his readers. 
 
The National Universal Church 
While Jewel argued that the Church of England was indeed a true church,  
legitimately part of the universal church due to its pure doctrine and the faith of its 
individual members, he also had to establish the ‘of England’ part.  The national was 
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an integral part of the universal in Jewel’s mind.  He had to reconcile the idea of a 
universal church with the idea of a royal supremacy, and he had to convince his 
audience that they had a place within it.  He did this in four ways:  first, by 
establishing its basic ‘Englishness’; second, by making connections between the 
Church of England and the faithful people of the Old and New Testament.  Third, he 
placed the church within an apocalyptic context, and finally, he emphasized the role, 
and the value, of each of the church’s members.   
Jewel established the Church of England’s ‘Englishness’ by emphasizing the 
role of crown and parliament in its formation.  Several times over the course of the 
controversy, Jewel emphasized that ‘all churches that received their faith from 
Rome, keep the orders of the Church of Rome. But the Church of England followed 
not the orders of the Church of Rome’.137  Jewel took it as a point of pride that the 
Church of England had not joined the general council at Trent but had made its 
decisions regarding doctrine and liturgy through a provincial synod.  He said that the 
English Church had ‘homemade laws’, implying that it was not a strange foreign 
church but something uniquely theirs.
138
  This, as David Loades  phrases it, called 
upon ‘the powerful and growing sentiment of patriotism to rally the country behind a 
church which few really liked but which had the immense advantage of being “mere 
English”’.139  By portraying it as ‘mere English’ Jewel promoted the religious 
settlement as a collaborative effort; a product of the community.   
This aspect of Jewel’s argument has not yet been fully explored in either 
parliamentary or religious studies of the 1560s.  Jennifer Loach’s Parliament Under 
the Tudors did an excellent job examining Parliament’s function and how it was 
received, but Loach did not look at how its decisions were used by its clergy to 
support the legitimacy of the church.
140
  Michael Graves acknowledges that the 
Elizabethan settlement made the government the maintainers of the religious status 
quo rather than its challengers, for the first time since Henry VIII.  However, he does 
not examine the significance of that by looking at how it affected religious 
authority.
141
  Norman L. Jones’ work comes closest to examining this issue; he 
argued that parliament was the supreme legislator, so ‘the Reformation began and 
was continued through parliamentary statute, and it was for this reason that anyone 
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wishing to alter the church had to seek parliament’s approval’.142  However, Jewel’s 
use of the parliament as a supporting authority for the legitimacy of the Church of 
England is not mentioned. 
 As Jewel promoted that aspect of the English Church, Harding tried to 
discredit it.  He did this mainly through attacks on the Apology, because its first 
edition was published anonymously, without any visible signs of royal approval.  
Harding pretended that he did not know who wrote the Apology, and then repeatedly 
used the Bishop of Salisbury as an example of everything that was wrong with the 
clergy of the Church of England.
143
  Jewel went along with the pretence and referred 
to ‘the man who wrote the Apology’ in his Defence, which led to Harding’s 
‘discovery’ that Jewel had written it.144  Harding feigned shock about this discovery 
in the Detection, and then dismissed Jewel’s contribution:  ‘By the multitude of the 
light scoffs, it appears that he [Jewel] was the penman of it, marry the stuff I hear say 
was gathered by the whole brotherhood’.145  It is likely that he meant to discredit the 
clergy of the Church of England as well as Jewel himself by this, since he then went 
on to disparage the entire book. 
First, he asked why the author of the Apology was not named on the title 
page, and why none of the bishops had signed their names to it.  Then he taunted 
Jewel about the Apology’s lack of  visible signs of official royal approval. ‘Of all 
things in it, that only is most orderly done, that it is set forth without the prince’s 
privilege, though the same be unlawful.  For great shame had it been…authorized by 
public privilege.’146  The Apology actually had been printed under royal authority, so 
Harding was either mistaken in this, or deliberately choosing to ignore it.  He most 
likely did not know that Cecil himself commissioned Jewel to write it, and 
supervised the editing and publishing process.
147
 However, he would have seen that 
it was printed by Reginald Wolfe, a printer with royal connections that stretched 
back to the days when Harding had been at Oxford.   
Wolfe had enjoyed royal privilege during the reign of Edward as the king’s 
printer for Latin, Greek and Hebrew.  During the reign of Elizabeth, he again became 
the royal typographer for Latin, Greek and Hebrew, and printed the Latin editions of 
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the Book of Common Prayer and Nowell’s Catechism, as well as Jewel’s Apology.148  
Wolfe also printed the 1562 and 1564 English versions of the Apology, and included 
the royal arms and ‘God Save the Queen’ opposite the title page of the 1562 English 
version. Harding ignored this connection to royal privilege, and decided that the lack 
of signatures and the royal arms meant that the English clergy was ashamed of their 
book, and wanted to keep it hidden away.   
Jewel responded to this in the Defence, pointing out that the Apology had 
been translated into several languages and sent throughout Europe, which meant that 
they were most definitely not ashamed of it.  Also, they had no need to set their 
names to it.  ‘Neither is it necessary…to join private men’s names to public matters:  
neither in so mighty and ample a realm…is it so easy to be done.  Briefly, our 
Apology is confirmed by as many names as the high court of the Parliament of 
England is confirmed.’  Jewel went on to claim not only parliamentary authority but 
ecclesiastical:  ‘if names be so necessary, we have the names of the whole Clergy of 
England, to confirm the faith of our doctrine’.149   
In this, Jewel showed how his sources of authority were very different from 
those of Harding.  Jewel used the church fathers and the scriptures as evidence for 
his definition of what was ‘catholic’, and then he used the collective authority of 
parliament and clergy as evidence that the Church of England did indeed fit that 
definition.  Harding also used the church fathers to support his claims, and to a lesser 
extent the scriptures, but he relied most fully on the Roman Church and the papacy 
to support his claims of catholicity.  This is shown further in another of Harding’s 
attacks on the Apology, when he demanded to know why the Apology was not 
submitted to papal authority for verification.   
Such a demand may reflect the depth of Harding’s belief in papal authority, 
but it also may have been an attempt to draw Jewel out of solid doctrinal ground and 
into more sandy areas, such as the question of royal supremacy and the authority of 
the universal church.  However, Jewel was not moved, and in his response in the 
Defence Jewel showed how clearly the Church of England had separated itself from 
the Roman Church, and indeed how clearly he separated the Roman Church from the 
universal church.  He asked why they would even consider submitting the Apology 
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to the pope, since ‘he is not our bishop: he is not our judge’.  Their judge was the 
universal church, so they ‘offered the profession of our doctrine unto the whole 
church of God: and so unto the pope, and the Council too, if they be any part or 
member of the church’.150  That ‘if’ shows that, in Jewel’s opinion, some Catholics 
may have had the faith required to be part of the universal church of God, but the 
Catholic Church did not make up the church of God on its own.   
Jewel also denied that England first gained the Christian faith through any 
effort of Rome.  Instead he related Geoffrey of Monmouth’s story of King Lucius 
and his conversion through the miracles of some young Christian missionaries.  
Jewel claimed that Lucius became a Christian before Constantine even made 
Christianity the official religion of the Roman empire, and that the pope Eleutherius 
told Lucius ‘you are God’s vicar within your own realm, according to the Prophet 
David’.151  In doing this Jewel established not only England’s independence from 
Rome, but gave some historical foundation to the royal supremacy.  Felicity Heal 
notes how important this foundation was for the first advocates of the Elizabethan 
church:  their dominant concern ‘was for a universal history of the true church to 
challenge the false narratives of Rome’.  Contemporaries of Jewel, such as John 
Bale, used King Lucius to develop England’s unique status, or as Heal calls it, their 
‘curious identity’.152 
Connected to this establishment of a historical foundation was Jewel’s 
attempt to remove any and all similar foundations for the Roman Church.  Jewel 
claimed that England was converted by the combined efforts of Joseph of Arimathea 
and St Paul himself, and rejected the story that Augustine, the pope’s representative, 
was the first to bring the gospel to England.
153
  He claimed that Augustine was not at 
all popular on the island, because he was ‘a hypocrite, a superstitious man, cruel, 
bloody, and proud above measure’.154  In fact, since he did not speak English, his 
influence was next to negligible.
155
 This interpretation of the efforts of Augustine 
attacked both the Roman Church’s claims to missionary influence, and its attachment 
to Latin. 
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More recent history also contributed to the historical foundations that Jewel 
gave his church: that of  the tragic stories of the Marian martyrs.  Jewel held Harding 
and his church responsible for the torture and death of Harding’s fellow 
Englishmen.
156
  In a way that reflects his focus on the ‘federation of individual 
worshippers’, Jewel did not simply present the facts of the torture, but individualized 
the victims. ‘You have slain… married, unmarried, learned, unlearned, old, young, 
boys, maids, laymen, priests, bishops, archbishops, without mercy.’157 He  also 
referred specifically to particular martyrs, especially Archbishop Cranmer.
158
 
Harding said that Queen Mary’s action in executing Cranmer was ‘only the 
execution of outward justice’,  and Jewel responded with restrained anger and grief.  
‘Concerning that most grave, and godly, and learned Father…with whom you did 
whatsoever your pleasure was, God grant, his blood be never required at your 
hands.’159 
Jewel connected the sacrifice of the martyrs to the responsibility for the 
newly-established church to develop good doctrine.  In the Reply, he prayed that God 
would ‘make us the vessels of his mercy, that we may…build up again the broken 
walls of his Jerusalem’, because ‘this is the faith and catholic profession which the 
apostles have delivered, the martyrs have confirmed, and the faithful keep until this 
day’.160  The profession of which Jewel spoke was the doctrine expressed in his 
Apology, which he did not, notably, describe as a confession of faith.  Theologian 
William Jacob suggests that the defenders of the Church of England did not feel the 
need to draw up a confession of faith, because ‘they believed that their reformed 
branch of the church believed what the church had always taught’.161  Peter Lake 
holds a similar theory: that the English reformers saw themselves as ‘heirs to the 
apostles because they had inherited their true doctrine’.162 Jewel claimed apostolic 
inheritance, but he also traced the Church of England’s inheritance still further back 
than that, and associated England with Israel through the historical and prophetic 
portions of scripture, which provided a wealth of models to choose from.  As Patrick 
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Collinson puts it; ‘If Christianity… is all about God and the soul, the soul and its 
God, the Old Testament is about God and the nation, the nation and its God’.163 
 
The Nation and its God 
Using vivid imagery and analogy, Jewel created a concept of England as 
inheritor of the Hebrew covenants.  In the Reply, he presented a threefold view of the 
history of the faith that beautifully connected Israel to the early Christians, and 
Jewel’s own time period to the second coming. He said that Christ, whether called 
the Messiah or the Saviour, was all one, but they all saw him differently.  ‘Some see 
in a dark shadow, some in a perfect image, and some in the clear light.  …As the 
Jews were in shadow in comparison to that brightness of light that we see now, even 
so are we likewise in a shadow, in comparison of that light that we hope for, and is 
to come.’164 This sort of imagery helped Jewel teach the English about the faith and 
provide a history for the English people. 
Jewel also connected the English to Israel in a series of parallels that 
supported his stance on various issues of the day.  He set up further support for the 
use of the vernacular in worship and in scripture in his Reply, when he said:  ‘God 
said thus unto his people:  hearken O Israel:  let the words that I speak to thee this 
day rest in thy heart’.165 He interpreted this to mean that God spoke in a language 
people could understand, and thus accept.  He explained to Harding why God let the 
Roman Church continue so long by saying that ‘it was God’s secret providence that 
certain of yours should remain amongst us a season, as the Canaanites remained 
amongst the people of Israel’.  He rejected the Roman tradition of images by 
associating images with the false god Dagon, and noted that they would eventually 
fall before the truth as Dagon had fallen before the Ark of the Covenant.
166
 
It must be noted here that Jewel was not unique in making this association.  
As Collinson notes, many preachers used Israel to describe England’s ‘present 
standing and likely destiny’ in both pulpit and publication.167  Similarly, T.M.L. 
Parker argued that these associations were part of ‘a general urge toward national 
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centralization’, caused in part by the crown’s need to enforce conformity. 168   
However, it may have been more personal for Jewel.  He gave Elizabeth herself a 
role in this association, describing her as the nurse of the church whom he hoped 
would become an ‘old mother in Israel’, which is an unusual wish to present to a 
woman but was at least sincere.
169
  In this he diverted a rhetorical device from 
himself to the subject of his argument, by making Elizabeth a messenger for God and 
a moral defender.  He also used the rhetorical device of exaggerated moral outrage 
on her behalf when he protested Harding’s audacity in dedicating the Confutation to 
her, and claimed that Elizabeth was sent to reform the church.
170
  In Jewel’s opinion, 
God sent princes to fix what the church was doing wrong, for the well-being of the 
people.
171
  Godly magistrates had the authority to punish heretics, remove idols, and 
most significantly call councils.
172
 
The position of Elizabeth as head of the church was one that needed to be 
defended if it was to be accepted by the English people, as Jewel and his fellow 
polemicists knew only too well. Perhaps this explains why the majority of the 
passages Jewel marked in his copy of  Martyr’s In Epistolem S Pauli Ad Romanos  
were in reference to the godly magistrate; Jewel wanted to ensure that his defence 
was grounded well on Biblical precedent.
173
  Polemicists had the important role of 
defining the faith in a way that was compatible with official policy, as religious 
historian Daniel Eppley notes, so that they could help secure ‘the orderly and 
peaceful England unified behind obedience to its prince for which these defenders 
worked’.174  Jewel seemed to be one of those whose support of the royal supremacy 
was pure and genuine, instead of born out of obligation, uncertainty, or indifference.  
In the dedication to Elizabeth that appeared in both editions of the Defence, he 
described himself as ‘your majesty’s most humble subject and most faithful 
orator’.175  
David Weiser suggests that this shows Jewel’s belief in being faithful to both 
his God and his Queen, and his attempt ‘to convince his countrymen that these two 
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loyalties belonged together’.176  In this way, Jewel brought loyalty to the monarch 
into his concept of a true universal church. That it was a central concern for him is 
shown in a letter that he once sent to Peter Martyr.  Jewel often used the emperors 
that had ruled during the era of the early church as examples of monarchs exercising 
authority over the church, and wanted to ensure that he provided ample evidence for 
that.  He also wanted to ensure that the evidence was accurate, so he asked Martyr 
for help.  He said in his letter that he remembered that Sylverius and Vigilius ‘were 
removed from their office [of patriarch] by the emperor Justinian’, and wanted 
Martyr to help him find the source of that information:  ‘when you next write, I will 
thank you briefly to point out the place where this circumstance is recorded’.177  
Jewel did not just accept the supremacy of Elizabeth over the church because it was 
convenient, but because it was an important part of his definition of a national 
universal church. 
Part of being loyal to Elizabeth’s church meant rejecting its enemies, and 
Jewel encouraged that rejection through a skilful development of a concept of ‘the 
other’ that presented said enemies as evil and dangerous.  As we saw first in the 
discussion of Jewel’s definition of the universal church, Jewel defined ‘catholic’ 
both by what it was and by what it was not, and turned the charge of novelty around 
by telling Harding that ‘you are new, not us’. 178  He did the same thing in his 
connections to the primitive church, making it very clear that papal supremacy was 
not part of the church of the apostles – so clear, in fact, that he made a bold claim 
that he wanted to tell the pope that he was wrong to his face.
179
  This suggests the 
same sense of proud, independent Englishness that led John Aylmer to write that 
‘God is English’ in 1559.  Aylmer meant it as a way of saying that God was not 
French, but Jewel could have used the same phrasing to describe his belief that God 
was not Roman.
180
   
 
The Nation and Its Future 
Jewel not only looked backward to secure a place in history for the Church of 
England, but forward.  Apocalyptic imagery and a general expectation that the world 
would not last much longer helped him develop the idea that the English held a 
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particular place in God’s divine plan.  This was not exclusive to Jewel; the 
apocalypse was a major theme in religious writings during the sixteenth century.
181
  
Concern about the end of the world was a common result of the experience of exile, 
according to scholars such as Jane Dawson.
182
 However, while Jewel may not have 
been unique in his use of the apocalypse, he was in his method.  As theologian 
Katharine Firth notes, Jewel’s use of apocalyptic imagery was unusual:  ‘a finely 
ironic blend of caution in identifying the Antichrist with a transparent argument for 
the apocalyptic tradition in history’.  Jewel made apocalyptic thought part of the 
apology of the church, instead of just part of polemical propaganda.
183
   
This may have influenced Jewel’s decision to end the period of the primitive 
church at 600 years.  Aside from the historical perspective that corruption set in after 
600,  the choice may also have been connected to the apocalyptic tendency to 
explain church history based on particular periods.
184
  This, as Eamon Duffy notes, 
was encouraged by Foxe’s Acts and Monuments.185  Collinson supports this, arguing 
that Foxe re-wrote history in order to subdue it to the principles of persecution and 
martyrdom, and in the process divided the church into the true and the false 
church.
186
  However, it is important not to overstate this connection for the English 
nation.  Many scholars have accused William Haller of doing just that, due to his 
book Foxe’s Book of Martyrs and the Elect Nation.187  Theologian Richard 
Bauckham calls it ‘influential and overrated’, arguing that Haller’s idea that Foxe 
and Bale created the seventeenth-century concept of the ‘elect nation’ is 
unsupportable when Foxe’s book is placed in context with other apocalyptic writers 
of his time.
188
  Loades points out that while it might be acceptable to call England an 
elect nation, due to its awareness of the ‘special providence’ of God upon it, it is 
inappropriate to call it the elect nation.
189
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One might say that England was an elect nation because it was made up of 
people who were themselves elect.  This is not meant in the sense of predestination, 
but rather in the sense of individual value.  Jewel emphasized individual 
responsibility and membership in the universal church throughout his debate with 
Harding, and this became all the more meaningful for English people because it took 
place during a time when self-awareness and what Stephen Greenblatt calls ‘self-
fashioning’ were developing in English society.190  Stephen Chavura and Torrance 
Kirby both note the growing importance of the individual conscience at this time: 
according to Chavura, ‘the individual was roused with a duty to work out his own 
salvation directly before God’, and Kirby calls the space between the individual 
conscience and institutional authority an ‘ever-widening gap’.191  Alexandra 
Walsham considers this individual awareness of responsibility a mixed blessing, and 
connects it to the power of printed works in the sixteenth century.  These works 
‘offered the clergy an opportunity to exert influence and control’ and yet they were 
dangerous because they had the capacity ‘to create a virtual priesthood of believers 
and to open a Pandora’s box of private interpretation’.192  It seems that this was a 
risk Jewel was willing to take, for the sake of his readers’ understanding. 
The growing awareness of individual conscience in the sixteenth century 
inspired a quest for identity, which both Catholic and Protestant church leaders 
acknowledged.  Harding offered identity through membership in the Catholic 
Church, and through this emphasized the importance of unity, as did many Catholic 
writers of the time.  Unity in this sense implied adherence more than like-
mindedness, and it was not acceptable to Jewel.  He called the Roman definition of 
unity ‘a vile subjection and servitude’ based on nothing but a desire ‘not to be 
divided from the communion of the whole world’.  In this, it was an infidelity to true 
unity and a ‘great mischief’.193 
Jewel claimed instead that true faith came with a unity of will and affection, 
not person or substance.
194
  In talking about the common prayers and the Lord’s 
Supper he maintained the image of the many coming together, and in the Challenge 
Sermon he prayed that the faithful would ‘all be able, with one heart and one spirit, 
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to know and to glorify the only, the true, and the living God’.195  He also talked 
about diversity in unity, claiming that ‘the voice is diverse, the religion all one’, and 
emphasizing that though there may be different churches, there was one Christ.
196
  
He connected unity in diversity to nationhood by arguing that ‘France, England, 
Africa, Persia…and all the barbarous nations worship one Christ, and keep one rule 
of the truth.  If we seek for authority, the whole world is greater than the City of 
Rome’.197  This definition of unity allowed Jewel to present a view of history that 
gave each English person a special role in both the past and the future of the 
universal church, through their loyalty to crown and country. 
Jewel felt that people should have the opportunity to learn, and so he 
frequently mentioned the importance of education, and more importantly education 
that even the simplest could understand.
198
  From learning and understanding came 
individual faith.  Jewel emphasized the value of the person’s inner conviction over 
membership in the church, arguing that Christ was in the heart, not in a building.
199
  
Nor was Christ exclusively in the clergy. Christ could be found  in the humble as 
well as the great, because Christ provided understanding to the faithful.  Thus the 
religious knowledge of one plain yet faithful man could outweigh that of the pope.
200
   
Jewel made ordinary people important through this emphasis on a personal 
and informed faith, but his appreciation for them really shows through in his 
insistence that they were valuable.  Perhaps the most poignant example of this can be 
found in Jewel’s references to the English as God’s flock, his chosen believers.201  
Jewel was not thinking of an elect nation in this context, but a beloved ‘federation of 
worshippers’.  Because of this, each person had value, and Jewel did not want to see 
their salvation endangered.  He once begged Harding to stop deceiving his readers, 
because ‘they were bought at a price:  they are the people of God’.202 
 
Conclusion 
The debate between Harding and Jewel centred around the question of 
catholicity.  Because they differed on this one fundamental point, Harding and Jewel 
never did, and never could, come to an agreement.  Harding saw the institution of the 
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Roman Church as the seat of all authority, and membership in it as the only sure path 
to salvation.  Jewel, however, saw the scriptures as the seat of all authority, and faith 
as the only path to salvation.  Moreover, he saw faithful individuals as the true 
universal church, and completely rejected the Roman Church as the ‘catholic’ 
church.  These differences were gradually clarified over the course of the debate 
between them, resulting in clear boundaries around their respective ideologies. 
Jewel embodied a paradox, being a reformer who was saturated in the beliefs 
of the continental reform and yet promoted the doctrine and structure of the Church 
of England as being ‘mere English’.  He applied this personal paradox to the church 
he defended, by portraying it as an inheritor of  the primitive church, led by a godly 
monarch, with a role to play in the end of the world.  Thus, he made the Church of 
England a national universal church, with a place in ecclesiastical history that was all 
its own.  This leads us to the question of whether or not he successfully re-defined 
the term ‘catholic’. He certainly presented a definition that could be supported by the 
work of the Henrican and Edwardian reformers, and reflected the knowledge and 
experience he gained through continental exile.   
Before we can turn to the question of impact, however, it will be necessary to 
examine the ways that the textual communities around Jewel and Harding absorbed 
and applied Jewel’s definition.  After all, the Elizabethan church emerged from the 
decade of this controversy profoundly different than it had been at its start.  In 1559, 
the Challenge Sermon had been part of the attempt to shore up a very shaky 
settlement that no one expected to last for very long.  In 1572, the final edition of 
The Defence of the Apology was placed in parish churches all over England because 
it was considered representative of the basic doctrine of  a firmly established church, 
albeit one which was about to encounter a whole new challenge, and Jewel himself 
had earned an enduring reputation as a champion of the Church of England.
203
  
As for the works of the Jewel-Harding controversy, they had been 
acknowledged as significant and effective examples of sixteenth-century polemic by 
1570.  Southern claims that the influence of these books was ‘both widespread and 
diverse’  because of the answers they provided to ‘the burning questions of the 
day’.204  This included questions about the nature of the church.  Jewel and Harding 
may not have managed to reconcile their differing views, but through their 
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arguments, they developed and clarified their individual beliefs, and lived to see 
textual communities of people grow around them. Their work became the 
foundations on which other religious debates could build.  Perhaps it could be said, 
then, that the thundering of these two mighty adversaries proved at least somewhat 
enlightening. 
  
 
 
Chapter Four:  Textual Communities and Catholicity 
The combatants on both sides of the Jewel-Harding controversy entered the 
lists with a clear definition of the term ‘universal church’ in mind.  These definitions 
differed, and this distinction became a central theme that pervaded the various 
doctrinal and structural issues that were under debate.  Both sides wanted to claim 
catholicity, but by the end of the first stage of the controversy in 1571, one side 
rarely claimed to be Catholic.  The writers who were defending the English Church 
gradually started to describe the universal church as the church of Christ or the 
invisible church, rather than as the ‘catholic’ church.  This was part of the process of 
separating themselves both theologically and psychologically from the Roman 
Church, and drawing strong demarcation lines between the two confessions.   
In their contributions to the controversy, both the defenders and their 
challengers worked collaboratively with their like-minded fellows.  Their 
publications revolved around the works of two charismatic leaders, John Jewel and 
Thomas Harding, and echoed them in both style and content.  Also, both the 
defenders and their challengers aimed to expand upon those texts, and use them to 
persuade a wider audience.  These features make it possible to define these two 
groups of men as distinct textual communities, with one element in common: a 
concern for universality.  The community inspired by Harding was concerned with 
physical universality, while the one Jewel inspired expanded upon the Edwardian 
and Henrican ideas of spiritual universality. Its members came to identify themselves 
with the continental reformed churches, while still maintaining a sense of their own 
unique nationality.  This chapter will examine the works of these two communities, 
building on the discussion in chapter three about their self-awareness and sense of 
purpose.   
The works of Jewel’s textual community show how Jewel’s concept of a 
national universal church spread over the course of the 1560s.  Its members 
developed Jewel’s argument that their church was simultaneously distinct from, and 
connected to, the greater reformation movement.  The difference in their church 
leadership, embodied in the royal supremacy, set them apart.  At the same time, 
similarities in doctrine and in their use of the sacraments connected their church to 
the primitive, apostolic true church.  This led them to reject the Roman Church as 
thoroughly as Jewel had, and further re-define the term ‘catholic’, completing the 
shift that had started during the Henrican reformation.  As we have seen, ‘catholic’ 
had been used in the early years of Henry VIII as synonymous with ‘Christian’.  By 
132 
 
the later years of the Jewel-Harding controversy, it was strongly associated with the 
Romanists.  Jewel himself was occasionally using ‘catholic’ in a pejorative sense, 
and other writers in the controversy were openly referring to themselves as 
Protestant.
1
  
This development can be traced through the major works of the Jewel-
Harding controversy that were published while Jewel and Harding were still alive. 
Thus, the sources for this chapter begin with the first respondent to the Challenge 
Sermon, Henry Cole, whose letters were published in 1560.  They end with the last 
publication of a defender of the English Church, Edward Dering, whose A Sparing 
Restraint appeared in 1568.  During this time, the writers of the controversy were 
constantly responding to one another, and encouraging public interest in the debate 
through preaching and publishing their letters. They had a clear understanding of 
their audience, and used various methods of persuasion, born of experience with 
rhetoric and disputation, to spread their ideas.  The controversy was active and 
immediate, and had a direct effect on the religious atmosphere.  The writers 
gradually shaped a national universal church in the form of the established Church of 
England, through defending the royal supremacy, finding a place in the history of the 
church, and promoting the value of the individual.   
After the deaths of Jewel and Harding in 1571 and 1572 respectively, the 
energy of the controversy fizzled out.  No one contributed a new work until 1577, 
when it became more of a passive academic exercise. William Fulke, the head of St 
John’s College Cambridge, wrote the majority of the works.  He responded to 
various Catholic publications from the original 1560s debate, and only one person 
made a new contribution in return:  the priest Richard Bristow.  He wrote to defend 
Cardinal William Allen against Fulke’s attack.  Six works were published in total, 
the last of them in 1586.  They were written and published in a very different 
historical context, for a different purpose, and had a different audience.  For this 
reason, they will be discussed in the next chapter, which will examine the later years 
of Elizabeth’s reign. 
Because the writers of the Jewel-Harding controversy have never been 
studied as two distinct textual communities, this chapter will begin with a detailed 
examination of the communities themselves.  It will look at the historiography of 
confessionalization in the 1560s, and return to the question of whether or not the 
early Elizabethan church established a via media religion.  Then, it will examine the 
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communities’ views of catholicity, and how greatly their views were inspired by the 
works of Jewel and Harding.  This will lead to a discussion of their re-definition of 
the term ‘catholic’, and how that influenced the development of a national universal 
church.  The chapter will conclude by studying the perceived audience of these 
communities, in preparation for the discussion of reception that will be central to the 
final chapter.        
 
Identity and Catholicity 
In the historiography of the Elizabethan settlement, it is argued that it took a 
long time for the various elements that made up the Elizabethan Church of England 
to solidify into a recognizable form.  Felicity Heal and Peter Holmes suggest it took 
more than ten years; Diarmaid MacCulloch argues that the real shape of the 
settlement did not become clear until a half a century had passed.
2
  Peter Marshall 
considers the settlement a starting post, rather than a finish line, for a race of self-
definition which took two generations to complete.
3
 This chapter will challenge this 
interpretation, by incorporating evidence from ecclesiastical debates that has not 
been prevalent in most studies of the settlement.   
As Arnold Hunt has argued, studies of the settlement have focused on ‘legal, 
liturgical, and doctrinal documents, which creates an imbalance, with more attention 
paid to the way that the settlement was constructed on paper than on the way it was 
mediated’.4  Hunt’s work attempts to correct this imbalance through an examination 
of the way the settlement was disseminated through preaching.  This chapter will 
take up a similar examination, but it will look at how the various combatants in the 
Jewel-Harding controversy employed both preaching and publication.  It will expand 
on the argument in chapter three that Jewel’s whole-hearted defence presents the 
settlement in a much more positive light than it has been assigned in the past.  He 
and his colleagues from the community of reformers began to work for its defence as 
soon as its terms were settled, and the popularity of their work suggests that it had 
some immediate effect. 
Many historians of the Elizabethan and Jacobean age question when the 
religious majority in England shifted from Catholic to Protestant.  Susan Wabuda 
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suggests that Protestantism may have taken hold either in the 1570s or under James 
I, due more to generational shifts than any immediate conversion.
5
  Christopher 
Haigh and John Bossy lean toward the 1570s as the beginning of the shift, because 
they see the death of medieval Catholicism in the 1560s and its rebirth as modern 
Catholicism with the advent of seminary priests and Jesuit missionaries.
6
 Nicholas 
Tyacke suggests that the majority altered with the generations:  as the people who 
had known Catholicism in its pre-1534 manifestation died off in the early years of 
Elizabeth, the majority of the population became Protestant, in some form.
7
 
All of these historians suggest not only different times for this change, but 
different reasons for it.  This chapter will contribute to this scholarship by examining 
when the religious leaders of the English Church started to think of themselves as 
Protestant.  This development is often lost in the debate about whether the 
reformation in England was, as Scott Wenig phrases it, ‘a political event or a 
religious process’.  Wenig is unique in his consideration of the role of ecclesiastical 
revolution in the movement that became the English Reformation.
8
  Many other 
historians consider the political, social, spiritual and economic factors that influenced 
the gradual acceptance of reformed religion in England, but few discuss the self-
identity of the clergy who made up the new Church of England.   
This seems a considerable oversight, considering the role of the clergy in late 
sixteenth-century England.  These church leaders were different from the priests of 
late-medieval England, whose ‘decisive identity’, as David Aers and Sarah Beckwith 
phrased it, was based on their ability to convert bread and wine into Christ’s body 
and blood.
9
  Instead, sixteenth-century clerics were expected to be, as Jewel 
described them, ‘pastors, labourers and watchmen’, with direct influence on their 
dioceses, churches, and local government.
10
  They were expected to be preachers, 
who carefully and continuously presented their arguments to various segments of the 
population.  Thus, when they developed a Protestant identity, it is very likely that 
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their congregations were affected.  If so, the 1560s saw the beginning of the trend 
toward confessionalization, not the later years of Elizabeth’s reign.   
These later years still receive most of the attention in Elizabethan studies.  
Often, the 1560s are forgotten.  A good example of this can be found in Deborah 
Shuger’s Habits of Thought in the English Renaissance.  She claims that she intends 
to study ‘the dominant culture of the period between the Elizabethan Settlement and 
the Civil War, between…the consolidation of this dominant culture and its 
dissolution’; in actuality, her focus is on the years between 1580 and 1630.11  No 
particular reason is given for this, other than that she considers these years to be the 
‘central’ ones.  Other historians provide a clearer reason for not considering the first 
decade of Elizabeth’s reign.  D.M. Palliser, for example, considers the ‘Elizabethan 
Age’ to begin with the 1570s, after the Elizabethan government faced the challenge 
of the arrival of Mary, Queen of Scots.  Until that point, he claims that the 
Elizabethan government was focused on stability, making the 1560s essentially 
nothing but a case study in survival.  He also considers early Elizabethan religion to 
be completely unsettled, because theological positions were ‘not yet sharply or 
irrevocably defined’ until after the 1570s.12   
This dismissal of the 1560s reflects revisionist historiography, which denies 
that there was any immediate response to the Elizabethan settlement.  Christopher 
Haigh suggested that during the ‘transitional period’ of the 1560s and 1570s, ‘the 
Church of England was not immediately protestantized in its clergy, furnishings, 
services [or] the beliefs of its people’.13  Similarly, Eamon Duffy argued that the 
1560s saw just the ‘stripping away of familiar and beloved observances, the 
destruction of a vast and resonant world of symbols’, while the new system of ritual 
and faith did not take hold until the 1570s and 1580s.  Then, according to Duffy, the 
constant repetition of Cranmer’s prayer book and the new Book of Homilies started 
having an effect, as did Foxe’s Acts and Monuments.  Duffy included Jewel’s 
Apology in the list of works that helped develop a new national identity for the 
members of the English Church, but he did not consider the wider controversy or 
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place the Apology itself in its historical context.
14
  Thus, by not studying the 1560s in 
depth, the development of a Protestant identity and a national church that can be 
traced through the Jewel-Harding controversy is overlooked. 
Further examination into the 1560s would assist in understanding Elizabeth’s 
motivations in the first years of her reign.  Norman L. Jones thought that she wanted 
a via media, an idea that can be supported by the work of A.G. Dickens and John 
Tonkin.  They said that a via media meant that ‘an independent national church, 
reformed by royal authority along scriptural lines yet retaining an organic connection 
with the church universal, [could] steer a middle course between stiff Romanist 
reaction and presumptuous Protestant innovation’.15 This shows that Dickens and 
Tonkin saw the connection between catholicity and nationality as an attempt to 
reconcile a paradox, not as a deliberate strategy.  To Dickens and Tonkin, the 
Elizabethan settlement was still an attempt to compromise.  D.M. Palliser presented 
an idea similar to this when he said that the Elizabethan government was trying to 
avoid antagonizing Catholic subjects during the 1560s, which resulted in the 
formation of a via media.
16
   
In contrast, Nicholas Tyacke and Anthony Milton suggest that the via media 
of the Church of England was actually created in the nineteenth century, and 
projected backward onto the early Elizabethan church.
17
  This interpretation seems 
much more likely when taking the Jewel-Harding controversy into consideration, 
because the evidence does not support the idea that either side was looking for 
compromise.  Instead, as we have seen in the first three chapters, the writers of both 
sides were actually concerned with maintaining moderation.  They took a deliberate 
stance that they considered ‘right’, by which they meant properly balanced in 
opposition to the extremists that they saw as ‘wrong’.  It is notable that not only did 
the writers of the controversy have an adversarial mentality that would not consider a 
compromise in religion, but that mentality also had royal support.  Much of Jewel’s 
work against the Roman Church was commissioned by Elizabeth’s government, and 
other church leaders were openly involved in the debate and supported by crown 
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authority. For example, as Brett Usher suggests, Cecil supported Jewel and Nowell 
in their clerical roles from the beginning, because they had ‘in their own way 
contributed toward the preservation of an English church’ while in exile, specifically 
during the troubles in Frankfurt.
18
  
This developed into a more direct collaboration between Jewel, Elizabeth, 
and Cecil in 1561, after Nicholas Throckmorton, the ambassador to France, sent a 
letter to Elizabeth warning her of the negative French Protestant reaction to her 
possible acceptance of the papal nuncio.  She insisted that she had no intention of 
changing the country’s Protestant religion, and seemed to see the necessity of 
ensuring that the wider Protestant community was aware of that.  Thus, a committee 
made up of Matthew Parker, Robert Horne, William Cecil, Nicholas Bacon, Thomas 
Young and John Jewel met at Greenwich ‘by the queen’s command’ to determine 
how to proceed.   
Out of this meeting arose the Epistola, a letter written by Jewel as if by an 
ordinary Englishman and sent to Throckmorton to be printed and distributed in Paris.  
John Booty argues that it was a stopgap response, to stave off rumours until the 
Apology could be printed and distributed, and it does present essentially the same 
arguments as the Apology, albeit in a much shorter form.
19
  Jewel, as ‘Nicholas N.’, 
assured the fictional ‘John N.’ of the pure doctrine, peaceful order, and legitimately 
ordained clergy that could be found in the Church of England.  He connected the 
English Church to the primitive church, and acknowledged that while there was 
some small diversity in matters of ceremony, the people were still in unity about 
essential matters of the true faith, such as the scriptures, the sacraments and the 
means of salvation.  Also, they no longer allowed certain aspects of false religion, 
such as monks and monasteries, idolatry, transubstantiation and the saints.
20
    
This suggests that Elizabeth may have had a different agenda in mind than 
compromise.  While it cannot be denied that Elizabeth did not make clear statements 
of her intent for religion at the beginning of her reign, which caused some 
uncertainty about the form English religion would take, she did allow the promotion 
of the catholicity of the English Church and its separation from the Roman Church 
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very soon after her accession.  As Marvin O’Connell pointed out, that doctrinal 
separation from the Roman Church clarified the issue, so ‘the term via media 
sometimes used to describe it – as though it was a unique middle way between 
Catholicism and Protestantism – does not really apply’.21 This chapter will show that 
this doctrinal separation quickly led to a distinct identity for the Church of England.       
 
Authority and Catholicity 
One of the major themes of Reformation studies is the quest for legitimate 
authority.  This chapter will look at this quest from the perspective of catholicity, 
rather than politics or church structure.  Thus, it will depart from the discussion of 
one aspect of authority that is frequently found in studies of church supremacy and 
the interpretation of scriptures: the use of patristic sources in sixteenth-century 
polemic. Peter McCullough, Gillian R. Evans, and many other historians study how 
reformers and their opponents both tried to claim the church fathers as their 
supporters.  In the Oxford Handbook of the Early Modern Sermon, Katrin Ettenhuber 
studies the way that early Elizabethan preachers, including Jewel, used patristic 
commonplaces and placed the fathers in their historical context, in order to interpret 
the fathers’ work more accurately.22  Lucy Wooding’s study of English Catholicism 
also discusses this dual purpose for the fathers, but her work examines the way 
English Catholics used the fathers from the Henrican to the Elizabethan times.
23
 A.C. 
Southern takes a different approach, looking at the use of patristic sources as one of 
the many methods employed by sixteenth-century polemicists to present their 
arguments, one that was essentially equal to the use of logic, rhetoric, and personal 
attack.
24
   
Several other historians note Jewel’s use of the fathers, including Wyndham 
Southgate, John Booty, and Gary Jenkins, Jewel’s biographers.  More recent 
scholarship, however, such as the work of Jean-Louis Quantin and Mary Morrissey, 
has suggested that Jewel’s use of the fathers was less important than once thought.  It 
may have been after Jewel’s death that his use of patristic sources became such a 
major part of his historical importance.  Jean-Louis Quantin attributes this to the 
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development of an Anglican identity in the nineteenth century, while Morrissey 
argues that: 
It was probably Jewel’s immediate successors who saw in his  
writings something that answered their needs for an account of  
authority more nuanced than a simple espousal of the primacy of  
scripture, and [so] they attributed to Jewel a higher estimation of the  
fathers than he in fact held.
25
  
The question of authority continued after Jewel’s death, and later theologians 
gathered what they could from Jewel in search of an answer.  However, Jewel’s 
beliefs rested on the primacy of scripture, so when he used the church fathers to 
support his arguments, it was often as a means of ensuring correct Biblical 
interpretation. This can be most clearly seen in his apologetics.   
In the polemical controversy, Jewel’s use of the fathers was different.  
Because he deliberately debated only the negative, his treatment of the fathers was 
more deconstructive than constructive.  He pointed out various ways that the fathers’ 
writings could be interpreted in a way that aligned with English beliefs, rather than 
supportive of the Roman Church.  This showed the extent of his learning and his 
knowledge of the early church, and greatly angered his opponents.  Thus, they 
defended their interpretations of the church fathers all the more vehemently, and the 
use of the fathers became a polemical storm in a teacup, which can distract modern 
readers from the actual issues under debate. 
For the purposes of this chapter, the usefulness of historiographical 
arguments about the church fathers is still more limited.  The fathers were rarely 
used to look beyond questions of doctrine and papal supremacy to the question of the 
universal church itself.  As H.F. Woodhouse noted in his study of Church of England 
theology, finding a definition of the church is not easy in either the fathers or the 
early councils, because ‘the church did not reflect upon her nature in primitive days, 
probably because the reality of the church was so apparent that no need arose for 
exact formal definition’.  The first treatises on the church as a whole were composed 
in the late middle ages, which meant that they were not used in the Jewel-Harding 
debate.
26
  Jewel himself erased them from consideration by limiting the argument to 
the first six hundred years of the church.  This limitation was irritating to many of 
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the men who responded to Jewel’s challenge, but still the majority of them honoured 
it throughout the controversy.   
 
Two Textual Communities 
Most of the writers of the Jewel-Harding controversy had been active in the 
church during the reign of Edward, and their work shows a certain continuity with 
the argumentative strategies of that time.  However, their goals changed after the 
Marian exile.  The writers of both sides became concerned not only with the work of 
conversion and persuasion, but with imposing the balanced religious view that they 
felt they represented.  They wanted to firmly and permanently establish the true 
church as they defined it.  Significantly, they worked in community toward that goal, 
and studying this aspect of sixteenth-century polemic has great potential for Tudor 
scholarship.  As Lucy Wooding notes, it is too easy to ‘lose sight of the Reformation 
as a corporate endeavour, a widespread desire for a purified faith’, and see only the 
conflict that occurred.
27
  To focus instead on consensus and collaboration is a 
valuable exercise.  It shows how particular ideas took hold in the minds of the 
leaders of the church and were then passed on to its members.     
One immediate difficulty that must be addressed is that of terminology.  
Fourteen divines answered Jewel’s challenge, and five divines defended it.  There 
was, as we shall see, a clear line between them that would develop into a 
confessional divide, but it is still not entirely accurate to label these two groups as 
‘Catholic’ and ‘Protestant’.  Nor would ‘Catholic’ and ‘Anglican’ be appropriate, as 
‘Anglican’ in academic usage tends to relate to the later seventeenth century and 
beyond.  Also, the nature of the debate over the term ‘catholic’ complicates using 
that particular word to describe the defenders of the Roman Church at all.  The most 
appropriate label seems to be ‘Louvainist’, given that the majority of the men in this 
group were exiles who had gathered together at the University of Louvain. 
Finding a label that would apply to all the members of the other side of the 
debate is more difficult.  The Louvainists gave them several labels, most of which 
have very negative connotations, such as ‘heretics’.  These would not be appropriate 
to use.  However, Harding often referred to them as gospellers, which was the only 
label that Jewel accepted.  He pointed out more than once that while Harding used 
the term mockingly, it was actually a compliment.  In his Reply, he said that ‘it 
misliketh [Harding] that we build the unity of the church upon Christ only, and not 
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also upon the pope, and this he calls these new gospellers’ doctrine.  God be 
thanked:  these gospellers have good warrant for their doctrine’.28  Other reformers 
seemed to accept the term as well:  John Parkhurst used it in his correspondence with 
friends in Zurich, and James Pilkington used it in a sermon he preached in 1563.
 29
  
Both of these men were part of Jewel’s textual community, so it seems appropriate to 
use it to refer to the community itself. 
The gospellers were made up of a group of English divines who had positions 
of power in the Elizabethan church.  The majority of them were indirectly involved 
in the controversy as supporters or patrons, such as William Cecil, Archbishop 
Matthew Parker, and the future archbishop Edmund Grindal.  Cecil commissioned 
the Apology and edited the work before it went to the printers, and Parker supervised 
its translation into English.
30
 Grindal checked over some of the contributions to the 
controversy, and may have considered writing for it himself, especially after the 
Louvainist John Martial tried to draw him into the debate.
31
  These men had been 
part of the network of scholars to which Jewel belonged, as were other gospellers, 
such as the divines John Aylmer and Edwin Sandys.  Those two men were well 
known for encouraging Jewel’s work:  in William Whitaker’s 1578 Latin translation 
of Jewel’s Defence of the Apology, he claimed that he dedicated the work to them 
because he knew they had loved and supported Jewel.
32
 
Within this wider community were the divines who contributed to the 
controversy directly:  John Barthlet, James Calfhill, Thomas Cooper, Edward Dering 
and Alexander Nowell.  These men all responded to attacks on Jewel’s Challenge 
Sermon and his Apology of the Church of England.  All five were living in England 
and working for the crown in some capacity, and most of them contributed more 
than one work to the controversy.  As can be seen in their activities during the 1560s, 
they held a range of beliefs, from the radical young preacher James Calfhill to the 
conservative Thomas Cooper, who was head of Magdalen College School at Oxford 
when he wrote in defence of Jewel, and promoted to the bishopric of Lincoln in 
                                                          
28
 John Jewel, A replie vnto M. Hardinges answeare (London, 1565), 256. 
29
 Hastings Robinson, ed and trans, The Zurich Letters, Comprising the Correspondence of Several 
English Bishops and Others with some of the Helvetian Reformers, During...The Reign of Queen 
Elizabeth first series (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 1842), 29; James Pilkington, The 
burnynge of Paules church in London (London, 1563), C7. 
30
 John Strype, The life and acts of Matthew Parker, the first Archbishop of Canterbury in the reign of 
Queen Elizabeth (London, 1711), 99, 179. 
31
 John Strype, The History of the Life and Acts of the Most Reverend Father in God, Edmund Grindal 
(London, 1710), 111, 112. 
32
 John Strype, Annals of the Reformation and Establishment of Religion In the Church of  
England third ed, vol 2 (London: printed for Edward Symon, 1738), 550. 
142 
 
1571.
33
  Despite this diversity, each one wrote as if they considered themselves 
spokesmen for the wider group of clergy in the Church of England, and they all 
defended the same basic points of doctrine.  They showed a concern for the unity and 
catholicity of the church, and an awareness of their own role within it.     
Little of what these gospellers wrote went beyond the arguments of Jewel in 
either content or rhetorical style.  They maintained the same themes as Jewel, and 
their imagery often aligned with Jewel’s as well.  For example, Calfhill, Dering, and 
Cooper all used the same Biblical allusion as he had when describing the faithful 
people of the church as God’s flock.  They defended the unique direction taken by 
the English Church by claiming that the sheep responded to the voice of the true 
shepherd and the shepherd knew which of the sheep were his own.  Both Calfhill and 
Dering used this imagery defensively, to support the Church of England’s reliance 
on scripture instead of tradition.
34
  Cooper used it as an offensive weapon, arguing 
that ‘if your mother the Church of Rome be the fold of Christ, and if the sheep 
thereof be his sheep, they will hear his voice and obey his word.  If they do not, 
allege the name as oft as you will, I will say you be sheep of another fold and not of 
his’.35  
Although they aligned their work with Jewel’s, the men of his textual 
community did not follow blindly.  If they considered Jewel’s work in need of 
correction or expansion, they noted that in their own work.  Alexander Nowell, for 
example, emphasized the royal supremacy partly because he thought that Jewel was 
sometimes over-zealous to maintain brevity on that topic.  Nowell found several 
places in the Apology where Jewel was correct in his statements, but did not say 
enough to block the attacks of the Louvainists.  One such place was in Jewel’s use of 
the third Constantinopolitan council to support the rule of magistrates in 
ecclesiastical matters.  Nowell said that Jewel treated the matter in ‘less than three 
lines’, leading Thomas Dorman to claim that Jewel treated the matter ‘slenderly’ 
because the evidence did not support him.  Nowell, therefore, responded by talking 
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about the matter in detail, showing how the proceedings of that council provided 
even more proof than Jewel had mentioned.
36
  
The Louvainists, since most of them were in constant contact with each other, 
presented works that display even more consensus and collaboration than that of the 
gospellers. It sometimes seemed to go beyond consensus into copying, so the 
Louvainists were accused of parroting one another.  Alexander Nowell frequently 
noted how the Louvainists seemed to borrow each other’s work, and provided 
evidence in his Reproof (1565).  According to Nowell, Thomas Dorman had taken 
his arguments directly from Harding, who had taken his arguments directly from the 
Polish Cardinal Stanislaus Hosius.
37
  John Barthlet also saw the influence of Hosius 
in the works of the Louvainist Richard Shacklock.  He decried Shacklock’s 
translation of some of Hosius’ work, deciding that Hosius would not take 
Shacklock’s ‘abuse’ of his words kindly.38   
The major difference between the works of the wider controversy and those 
of Jewel and Harding was not in either their content or style, but in their scope.  The 
Louvainists and the gospellers responded to particular parts of Jewel’s challenge, not 
all twenty-six articles.  For the most part, the works addressed the real presence in 
the Eucharist, the legitimacy of the private mass and receiving communion under 
one kind, and the supremacy of the pope.  However, there were exceptions.  John 
Martial argued for the legitimacy of the crucifix, images and prayers for the dead, 
and Thomas Stapleton focused his argument on the correct interpretation of – and 
translation of – the Word of God.  The most famous divine to contribute to the 
debate, Cardinal William Allen, argued for the doctrine of purgatory and in support 
of the status of the priesthood.  He was one of the two who did not work out of 
Louvain, but he certainly aligned his work with the Louvainist response to Jewel’s 
challenge, referring to Jewel as ‘our English bragger’.39 
 
Unity in Texts 
The common thread running through all the arguments within this second 
phase of the Jewel-Harding controversy is catholicity.  Both sides were fighting to 
claim the status of true, universal, and apostolic church.  The gospeller James 
Calfhill gently suggested to the Louvainists that all their controversies would be over 
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if they would just accept his definition of the true church.
40
  Louvainist Thomas 
Dorman once said to his main opponent, Alexander Nowell, that Nowell must prove 
that the English Church was the true church, because ‘it is the way to end all 
controversies, to cease all strife, to restore unity, to betray schismatics, to make 
manifest the true catholics, and so consequently to make it appear, whether you have 
no religion but only Christ’s’.41  Nowell did not respond to that request directly, but 
he did later claim that the English were part of the true universal church:  ‘Small 
bragging make we sir, but only defend ourselves by the ancient usage of Christ’s true 
church against your false accusations of us, for leaving of your novelties’.42 
The debate between Dorman and Nowell was a controversy within a 
controversy, involving the greatest number of separate works.  Dorman published A 
Proof of Certain Articles in Religion Denied by M Jewel in 1564, and Nowell 
responded with A Reproof…of A Book Entitled A Proof less than a year later.  
Dorman responded with A Disproof of M Nowell’s Reproof in 1566, to which 
Nowell responded with The Reproof of M Dorman His Proof in 1566.  Nowell then 
summarized the whole debate, and responded to a work by Nicholas Sander that 
disagreed with his arguments against Dorman, in his Confutation of M Dorman’s 
Last Book in 1567.   
This exchange between Dorman and Nowell was notable for its length and 
detail, which almost rival the works between Jewel and Harding.  The other writers 
that responded directly to each other’s works, such as Thomas Cooper and John 
Rastell, or John Martial and James Calfhill, did not have nearly the same depth.  
Cooper and Rastell argued about the correct form of the sacrament and the 
authenticity of temporal power.  Martial and Calfhill debated about the legitimacy of 
images and clerical marriage.  In contrast, Nowell and Dorman argued about the 
supremacy of the pope, the real presence, and the private mass; and in the process 
they discussed authority, legitimacy, and Biblical interpretation.   
Some sources, although included in the list of sources for the controversy 
because they were meant to contribute to it, are translations of other works and prove 
less useful than the original works of the controversy.  This is mostly because they 
are so general.  Thomas Stapleton was the translator for three of these sources:  The 
Apology of Fredericus Staphylus, Bede’s History of the Church of England, and Of 
                                                          
40
 Calfhill, An aunswere to the Treatise of the crosse, 23. 
41
 Thomas Dorman, A disproufe of M. Nowelles reproufe (Antwerp, 1565), 126. 
42
 Alexander Nowell, A confutation, as wel of M. Dormans last boke entituled a disproufe (London, 
1567), 247v. 
145 
 
the Express Words of God, originally written by Cardinal Hosius.  These works 
tended to argue against a generic enemy labelled ‘heretics’, and rarely dealt directly 
with the issues within the debate.  Their most significant contribution is to the 
argument over the origins of the English Church, as noted by William Sheils.
43
  
Similarly, John Fowler’s Oration Against the Unlawful Protestants of Our Time and 
Lewis Evans’ Certain Tables dealt with the errors and crimes of all Protestants, and 
did not focus on the issues of the Jewel-Harding debate.  It is significant that these 
authors identified the gospellers with the Protestants enough to consider these works 
relevant, but that is the extent of their usefulness. 
Other works of the controversy can be grouped together because they were 
addressed directly to Jewel.  Henry Cole, Thomas Heskyns, Lewis Evans, and 
Thomas Stapleton all attacked Jewel’s arguments in the Challenge Sermon, the 
Apology, or the Reply.  Cole, who wrote his letters to Jewel from prison in London, 
was unique in that he wrote mainly to draw Jewel out of the negative and into an 
active debate.  His attempt failed completely, which is perhaps why the letters were 
published along with the text of the Challenge Sermon in 1560.  Thomas Heskyns 
wrote in defence of the traditional interpretation of the church fathers, and claimed 
that he detested Jewel’s heresy while loving Jewel himself.  His gentleness found its 
opposite in Lewis Evans:  in his Brief Admonition to the New Made Ministers in 
England, Evans threatened the entire clergy of the Church of England with exposure 
as frauds.  Somewhere between Heskyns’ gentleness and Evans’ malevolence was 
Thomas Stapleton’s A Return of Untruths on M Jewel’s Reply, which responded to 
the first four articles of the Reply in a treatise that was direct, intense, but remarkably 
free of insults.   
Two works in the controversy responded directly to Harding.  John Rastell’s 
A Brief Show of the False Wares was written to support Harding, and designed to act 
as a quick guide to Harding’s Confutation.  It was written very much in the style of a 
disputation, in an attempt to display the logical fallacies in the Apology.  In contrast, 
the last work of the controversy, Edward Dering’s A Sparing Restraint, was written 
in letter form.  He answered Harding’s letter to Jewel from the Rejoinder in a tone of 
gloating triumph.  To Dering, the gospellers had clearly won the debate. 
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Follow the Leaders 
One notable aspect of all of these works is how the authors treated the main 
combatants, Jewel and Harding.  The five writers of the gospellers’ side greatly 
admired Jewel.  Dering referred to him as ‘our Alexander in Christian war and godly 
courage’, and Nowell said that ‘[Jewel’s] worthiness…well deserves the state and 
name of a bishop and of a jewel’.44  They also occasionally imitated him.  For 
example, Nowell echoed Jewel’s style and format.  He took on Jewel’s self-portrayal 
as a representative of a wider movement by using ‘we’ in his arguments rather than 
‘I’, and maintained Jewel’s insistence on the importance of education in the faith.45  
Cooper used Jewel’s trick of comparing the English reformers to Christ and his 
persecuted apostles in his work of 1562, which Jewel had used in the Apology, 
published just a few months previously.
46
  
Most importantly, the work of the gospellers shows that they took up the 
challenge to defend the English Church due to Jewel’s inspiration. Barthlet said that 
he included the ‘New Sacramentaries’ in his list of heresies in part because he 
respected Jewel’s authority regarding a similar heresy, that of the ubiquitarians.47  
Dering and Calfhill echoed the resonating phrase of Jewel’s Challenge Sermon by 
issuing challenges of their own that they would ‘yield’ and ‘subscribe’ if their 
opponents could prove them wrong.
48
  Nowell describes Jewel’s work as his 
motivation for writing The Confutation, explaining that since he had preached about 
Dorman’s work already he had intended to let Jewel finish defending their position 
in print, since Jewel would respond ‘better than I should answer it’.  However, he 
changed his mind when the publication of Jewel’s Reply was delayed, since he did 
not want to leave the position undefended for any longer than necessary.
49
  
The Louvainists also recognized how inspirational Jewel was to the 
gospellers.  Robert Pointz called Jewel the gospellers’ ‘proud champion’.50  The 
anonymous writer of An Apology of Private Mass, which was refuted by Cooper, 
directed his work to Jewel because he was ‘counted the greatest clerk on [the 
gospellers’] side’.51  Dorman said that there were some in England ‘with whom 
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[Jewel] is in such credit, that they believe verily each word that proceeds from [his] 
mouth, to bear for truth the weight of the gospel’.52  Of course, the Louvainists did 
not have such a high opinion of Jewel.  Often they refused to name him at all, calling 
him the Proclaimer, the Author, or the Defender.  John Rastell wrote three works in 
which the words ‘beware of M Jewel’ are repeated dozens of times, all in very 
dramatic capital letters.  Robert Pointz decided that Jewel was demonic, because 
‘Iuel [Jewel] lacks but one letter of Diuel’.53  This particular argument was more 
creative than convincing.   
The gospellers had Jewel to emulate; was there an equivalent for the 
Louvainists?  William Trimble, in his work The Catholic Laity in Elizabethan 
England, suggested that the Catholic laity in England during the 1560s did not have 
guidance or leadership, claiming that ‘there were a few colourful figures, but no 
outstanding leader or writer or thinker’.54  This may well have been true for the laity, 
but the Louvainist writers had Thomas Harding.  John Rastell and John Martial 
looked up to him, referred to him in their works, and held him in high esteem.
55
  
Thomas Dorman dedicated his first response to Jewel’s challenge to Harding, 
crediting Harding for bringing him out of the darkness of Calvin’s doctrines into the 
light of the church.
56
  To these men, Harding was a leader and a mentor.  To other 
members of the Louvainist group, Harding was a valued colleague.  He had attended 
Oxford with Thomas Stapleton and Robert Pointz, and he was named Apostolic 
Delegate to England by the pope along with Nicholas Sander, who wrote an entire 
section in his Supper of Our Lord that directly supported Harding’s work.   
As we have seen, it is possible to identify the Louvainists as a distinct 
community from the beginning of the controversy.  Significantly, they also saw 
themselves as a coherent and co-operative community.  Henry Cole’s letter of 1560 
included a plaintive request that Jewel ‘let me and my fellows alone in your 
sermons’ if Jewel did not have the scriptural and patristic evidence to support his 
claims.  After all, ‘we trouble you not, nor give you cause to deal so unmercifully 
with us, as some of your side do, as though we were the most unreasonable men in 
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the world’.57  Cole, like the majority of the Louvainists, was a New College man, but 
he was imprisoned soon after the Westminster disputation and never managed to 
escape into exile.  He was still considered one of them, however.  In 1564, John 
Rastell defended Cole, protesting that Cole, as one of the ‘good and learned 
Catholics, which continue in endurance’, should be regarded as more than a common 
Englishman.  In fact, Rastell felt that Cole should be held above Jewel, because 
Jewel spoke ‘so loudly and basely, that it may be well marvelled, why such a 
Catholic [as Cole] would submit himself unto a Protestant’.58   
This sense of solidarity developed further during the controversy, as different 
members of the Louvainist group recommended each other’s works as admirable and 
effective answers to different parts of the challenge.  In 1567, Sander told his readers 
to read Dorman, Rastell and Stapleton regarding the primacy of the pope, Martial for 
his treatment of images, and Harding for his proper doctrine.  Dorman’s 1567 work, 
Request to M Jewel, went further still, demanding that Jewel do as he promised and 
yield and subscribe, based on the authority of the writings of contemporary 
Catholics.
59
  Although Dorman produced the usual patristic and scriptural evidence 
in this work, his claim to victory was not based on it, but on the writings of his 
fellow Louvainists.  All of this shows the development of a textual community.  The 
Louvainists supported the arguments of their fellow-members, and so became 
workers with a common culture and a common goal.  
The early solidarity of the Louvainist group seems to support Lucy 
Wooding’s thesis that these men were in part persisting with the work began under 
Mary, providing religious instruction for the more unlearned laity and perpetuating 
some of the Marian ideas about scripture, faith and reform.
60
 Nearly all of them had 
studied divinity or law at university.  Many had held positions of authority under 
Mary, which would have involved them in the work of restoring the Roman faith to 
the country during her reign: Thomas Stapleton, Henry Cole and Thomas Heskyns 
had all been prebendaries in different cathedrals, and William Allen, in his role as 
university proctor, participated in the purge of Oxford in 1556 and 1557 that led to a 
revival of traditional faith.
61
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However, while they may have been trying to perpetuate their Marian work, 
they did acknowledge that the audience had changed.  As Catholic historian Thomas 
Veech phrased it, during the 1560s ‘the efforts of the exiles at Louvain were directed 
to the practical end of providing a stimulus to the Catholics in England’.62  They 
were trying to maintain a faith that had gone underground, not re-establishing a 
religion under the protection of the crown.  The gospellers were clearly their 
enemies, and they were also dealing with complications on their own side due to 
papal and conciliar authority.   The Council of Trent decided not to publish works of 
theology in the vernacular, which meant that the Louvainists had to get permission to 
continue their polemical debate with the gospellers after 1564.  To further 
complicate matters, Pius V charged Harding and Sander to emphasize to the English 
Catholics that they could not attend Church of England services, even if they also 
secretly heard mass.
63
  This decree by the pope, and the Tridentine decrees, lent a 
certain urgency to the Louvainist writings, because the very authority they defended 
had determined that many of their countrymen lay outside the true church.  Thus, 
they had to redouble their efforts for conversion.   
This is not to say that they needed this extra motivation in order to write in 
defence of traditional religion.  Rather, they felt an obligation to do so.  As William 
Allen said, he wrote due to ‘the case and condition of this present time, and my duty 
towards my mother the church’.64  The Louvainists felt that they alone could 
properly claim the name of Catholics.  Their adversaries could not, because those 
‘new masters’ of the English Church were simply heretics, who had sprung from the 
continental heresies and English heretics such as John Frith.
65
  The Louvainists 
believed that the work and doctrine of the gospellers was proof of their conspiracy, 
and a deliberate collective effort to deceive the people of England.  Thus, they 
needed to be stopped. 
The gospellers, for their part, thought much the same about the Louvainists.  
Alexander Nowell accused them of conspiring to unleash popish books upon the 
world, because by ‘common conference’ they translated Latin books ‘wherein there 
is nothing to any purpose written’ and produced nothing that was original.  He noted 
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that many of the men writing were ‘young and of mean learning’, led by the 
unscrupulous older people among them.
66
  Edward Dering saw the flood of 
responses by the Louvainists as nothing but intimidation tactics, and said that he 
hoped the English readers would not fear this slander, but see it as nothing but empty 
words.
 67
 
The gospellers viewed their adversaries as conspirers against queen and 
country, and themselves as the reformers who were continuing what the leaders of 
the Henrican and Edwardian reforms had done.  To them, their doctrine was as old as 
the faith itself, but their collaboration was more recent.  Specifically, it reached back 
to the break from Rome.  James Calfhill claimed that the doctrine maintained by the 
Elizabethan church had begun in England with Latimer and Cranmer.  Like Zwingli 
and Luther had done in other countries, Latimer and Cranmer had been raised up by 
God ‘to beat down the walls of the malignant church’.  To Calfhill, their work had 
been so effective that the papists had had to try a new tactic:  ‘they have thought it 
most gainful for them, to come in with a new battle:  a battle of books’.68 In this way, 
Calfhill gave the gospellers a history, and emphasized the Englishness of their 
reform.  
To hold Cranmer and Latimer in such esteem was not unusual among the 
gospellers; they followed Jewel’s example in that.  Calfhill, however, as he was wont 
to do, took it further than others, and opened himself up to challenge by the 
Louvainists.  They immediately claimed that such a recent beginning meant that the 
English Church was not legitimate, and could claim no authority.  Nowell defended 
Calfhill by arguing that the Louvainists were deliberately misinterpreting the work of 
Calfhill, Jewel and himself.  He pointed out that the work of his fellow divines in 
England was original, but their message was not.
69
  After that, the question of when 
the gospel began in England was subtly dropped, although it did return in debates 
over the origin of English Christianity, which will be discussed later in the chapter.       
Nowell’s defence of Calfhill was an example of how the gospellers were 
aware of themselves as a group.  Their textual community revolved around Jewel, 
who seemed to be simultaneously part of and separate from them.  He may not have 
known some of them personally at all.  John Barthlet, for example, wrote his 
contribution to the controversy soon after being released from house arrest over the 
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issue of the vestments, and Edward Dering spent the majority of the 1560s as a 
fellow of Christ’s College Cambridge, somewhere Jewel does not seem to have 
visited.
70
  There is little evidence to suggest that either man ever met him.  However, 
Jewel most likely did know Alexander Nowell, since Nowell spent the majority of 
his Marian exile in Strasburg, at the same time as Jewel was there.  Both men were 
present when Martyr lectured on Judges.
71
  Nowell was also prolocutor of the lower 
house during the 1563 Convocation, which Jewel attended.  Being the Bishop of 
Salisbury, Jewel was part of the upper house, but since Nowell frequently reported 
the decisions of the lower house to the upper house, he would have been more likely 
to come into contact with him.
72
  Both Nowell and Jewel were popular preachers at 
court and at Paul’s Cross, and often chosen to contribute to the Lenten sermon series.   
Whether or not Jewel knew the members of his textual community 
personally, he certainly was aware of the wider controversy surrounding his work, 
and he occasionally weighed in on another debate.  In the Defence, for example, he 
refuted Dorman at the same time as he refuted one of Harding’s points, which 
confirmed Nowell’s claim that Dorman’s work borrowed heavily from Harding.73 
Jewel also challenged Harding’s claim that the anonymity of the Apology meant that 
the clergy was ashamed of it, by pointing out that the Apology of Private Mass (to 
which the gospeller Thomas Cooper responded) was not signed, either, even though 
it claimed to represent the Roman point of view.  Thus, unless that anonymous 
author was ashamed of his work, a lack of signature was not necessarily an indicator 
of shame.
74
     
Thomas Cooper’s response to the Apology of the Private Mass showed how 
he too considered himself part of a community that was defending Jewel:  ‘this is a 
common quarrel, touching not only him that is named but all others that either teach 
or believe as he does’.75 Nowell showed a similar sense of community in his 
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Reproof.  He said that while Dorman seemed to be responding to Jewel himself,  
anything ‘in name and word…written against the said bishop, yet they be in deed 
and meaning written against us all…for that they do oppugn and assault the cause, 
which is common to us all with him’.76 Nowell’s preface to this book also pointed 
out the errors of Rastell and Harding, showing an awareness of the wider controversy 
and its influence on the people of England.  Dering took this further:  to him, the 
community was geographically larger than England.  He showed this when he said 
that ‘we condemn…the vile reproaches against the Bishop of Salisbury, Luther, 
Zwingli, Calvin, Peter Martyr, Beza and such others, and pray unto the living 
Lord….to mollify the hearts of our enemies’.77 This connected the gospellers with 
the reformers on the continent, both living and dead. 
The relations between these two groups, and their perceptions of themselves 
and each other, both encouraged their enmity and developed their sense of 
community.  This, according to Jesse Lander, was part of sixteenth-century polemic.  
Polemic was both the verbal equivalent of war and the ‘attempt to consolidate as a 
particular community of conviction’.78  Thus, it is not surprising that the demarcation 
lines between them deepened over the course of the controversy, especially when 
they had the literal and symbolic leadership of Jewel and Harding.  The writings of 
both men inspired and sustained the work of the others, and both men also served as 
representatives of false doctrine for their enemies.  They embodied the ‘us vs. them’ 
mentality of the controversy.  
 
Re-defining ‘Catholic’ 
As discussed in chapter three, Jewel looked at the people of England as 
individual worshippers who had to develop their own faith in God, while Harding 
looked at the people as a mass of souls who needed to be reminded of their duty of 
obedience.  The same attitudes can be found in the other writers of the controversy.   
The gospellers aimed to encourage people to develop a direct and personal 
relationship with God, because through that relationship they could become 
members of the universal church, which was the body of Christ.  They were unified 
in their appreciation of the individual, and in their belief in the individual’s 
responsibility to develop an active and reformed faith.  Calfhill, for example, argued 
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against the necessity of a physical sign of the cross, arguing that it was individual 
faith in the person on the cross, not the cross itself, that would save souls.
79
 Edward 
Dering emphasized the importance of participation in the sacrament, an emphasis 
which can also be found in Thomas Cooper’s argument against the celebration of 
mass in private.  Cooper claimed that participating in the sacrament imitated the 
‘concord and equality’ Christ had shown.  He was vehemently against the idea that 
the priest could receive for the people, arguing that it defaced the death and passion 
of Christ and unduly glorified the priest, making him seem like a ‘means of 
reconciliation between God and his people’.80   
The Louvainists consistently resisted the emphasis on individual faith.  John 
Martial claimed to speak with the authority of the church fathers, claiming that the 
fathers should have more credit in the minds of his audience than the preaching of 
‘tailors coming from the shop, smiths from the forge…weavers from the loom, 
scholars from the school, [and] Protestants from Geneva’.81 John Rastell was equally 
as scornful of individual participation, complaining that ‘the church of God, so well 
ordered with excellent men of learning and godliness, is constrained to suffer 
cobblers, weavers, tinkers…fiddlers, and other of like profession’.82 It was not only 
that these were the lower classes to Rastell and Martial; it was that they were not 
clergy, and yet they questioned the message provided by the church.  Rastell made 
this more clear in a later passage, arguing that if the people who accept the power of 
the priests to consecrate ‘believe whatsoever the church teaches, and if they agree to 
the ordinances of her, then lo they…are not bound to make search of the intention of 
the priest, but under this faith, that all is well done in the Catholic Church…their 
devotion is… acceptable to God’.83   
William Allen described a similar picture of Catholic devotion, and then 
prayed ‘that this simple sincere fidelity might once take place again in our days, for 
the comfort of the poor faithful flocks that are  now burdened with questions of 
infidelity’.84 Allen also emphasized the role of the priest in the forgiving of sins, 
which further limited the role of the individual in salvation.
85
  This agreed with the 
perspective of the anonymous author of the Apology of Private Mass, who also 
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emphasized the role of the priest, making it relatively unnecessary for people to be 
present during the mass.
86
  Richard Shacklock took this further still, implying that 
lessening the role of the priest in salvation was heretical.   
As Ellen Macek notes, the role of the clergy was one of the polemical points 
that reformers took up with enthusiasm.  They described the dangerous passivity of 
the laity in the medieval church, which they claimed was the result of the priests’ 
elevated role in salvation.  They also argued that people lived sinful lives due to the 
priests’ teaching that masses for the dead could save them after their deaths, ‘at the 
expense of moral conversion and regeneration during one’s lifetime’.87 Macek points 
out that by promoting the priesthood of all believers rather than the status of the 
clergy, the reformers were exploring humanist implications for religion, ‘exhibiting 
an enthusiastic but sometimes unrealistic attitude toward the power of preaching and 
private reading of the scripture’.88   
This concept had an impact on the question of the importance of the 
individual in a true ‘catholic’ church, as can be seen by Richard Shacklock’s 
description of four beliefs that were the signs of heresy.  These were:  when 
everyone becomes a judge of doctrine, when everyone can interpret scripture, when 
everyone thinks that the authority of the fathers is not authentic, and when ‘the 
church can neither be seen or known, so that it is free for every congregation in 
corners to challenge the name of a church’.89  The last of these is the most significant 
for the issue of catholicity, because it rejects the concept of an invisible universal 
church in favour of one that is visibly universal.  However, all of them imply that a 
select few are authorized to interpret doctrine, scripture and the fathers.  They make 
participation a sign of heresy, which shows how little the Louvainists valued the 
individual.   
It also shows how they defined beliefs that were outside the Catholic Church.  
With the Louvainists declaring so clearly what was not Catholic, the gospellers had 
to adapt their means of argument and its terminology.  Chapter three studied how 
this process developed between Jewel and  Harding themselves:  Jewel changed from 
claiming that the English Church was the ‘catholic’ church and the papists had 
separated, to claiming that the English Church had separated from the Catholic 
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Church while still remaining ‘catholic’, to acknowledging that the two churches were 
distinct.  He then started arguing that the English Church was part of the invisible 
universal church, an idea that Harding mocked. 
The gospellers echoed this development in their work.  Over the course of the 
debate they slowly came to acknowledge the separation of the churches, and align 
with the invisible universal church.  More and more, they valued their membership 
to the church of Christ, which contained within it many particular churches, and 
were less inclined to label themselves as ‘the true Catholics’.  This happened in 
conjunction with a changing attitude towards them on the part of the Louvainists.  At 
the beginning of the conflict, the Louvainists held the attitude that the English 
Church was infected with a few scattered Protestants.  Gradually, this idea changed 
into an idea that the Protestants were a sect within the church, which had taken 
control of its doctrine.  By the end of the decade, the Louvainists were treating the 
whole English Church like a separate, distinct, and Protestant institution. 
This development can be traced chronologically.  In Henry Cole’s 1560 
letters, he equated Jewel with ‘Calvin, Bucer and other Protestants’, and in 1564 four 
different works presented much the same viewpoint.  Dorman said that the group of 
leaders in the English Church wanted Christ as the head of the church, ‘as the 
Protestants do’.90  John Martial also referred to the leaders of the English Church as 
‘these new Protestants brought over from Geneva’, and complained that they were 
being accepted at court.
91
  Thomas Stapleton claimed that the sacramentaries of 
Geneva were ‘the most common and allowed sect in England’, and blamed the state 
of the English Church on the ‘gospellers in King Edward’s time, and of the stinking 
martyrs of that age’.92  All of these descriptions imply that the Louvainists perceived 
the reformers of England as a small group of people who were influenced by 
Protestantism and  gradually gaining ground, but did not represent the English 
Church as a whole.  Indeed, John Rastell claimed that no matter what Jewel was 
preaching, three-quarters of the English people were at heart Catholics.
93
  
The next year, in 1565, Rastell showed that he saw a division between the 
churches, when he said that he wrote A Reply Against an Answer in part to help ‘in 
this fight with the Protestants, that we might come to some peace and conclusion’.  
He did not refer only to individual Protestants, however, but to the ‘new religion’ his 
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enemies had established, implying that the Protestants had become the official 
leadership.  William Allen, writing three months later, also treated the leaders of the 
English Church as the Protestant group in charge, and he did not approve of their 
structure.  ‘It is not your bare bread and board, nor your seniors, nor your elders, nor 
your superintendents, nor whatsoever you list be called, that shall outface God’s 
church’.  He also said that the leaders could ‘call themselves Lutherans or Calvinists 
or whatever they will, but Catholics’.94  To Allen, the gospellers had gone far beyond 
the limits of what could be termed ‘catholic’. 
The division becomes even more clear in the next two works of 1565:  
Thomas Stapleton’s translation of Bede’s history of the Church of England, and 
Lewis Evans’ Certain Tables.  Both of these were designed to describe the true 
church and label the false churches, and it is obvious that Stapleton and Evans placed 
the English Church outside of the true church.  This suggests that the Louvainists 
were no longer thinking simply of the leaders of the English Church as heretical 
Protestants, but the English Church itself as heretical and Protestant.  A further sign 
of this change came with Richard Shacklock’s translation of Hosius’ treatise:  he 
said in his dedication to Elizabeth that he hoped his countrymen would deny discord 
after reading it, and return to Christ’s holy church.95   
The trend toward seeing the entire country of England as part of this new 
religion continued with Stapleton and Dorman in late 1565.  Stapleton addressed his 
Fortress of the Faith to the ‘Protestants of England’, and told them that they were 
either deceived, or in the midst of deceiving others.
96
  Dorman showed how 
completely the English Church had been rejected:  ‘it is not…the imprisonment of 
heretics, nor the death of your stinking martyrs, nor all the acts and monuments of 
Foxe, that can prove one Protestant a good Catholic’.97  Not only was the division 
more marked by this time, but it was also more vehement.  The English people were 
treated as strangers and foreigners by their own countrymen; they had become fully 
associated with the continental Protestants. 
In 1566, which was the year that the vestarian controversy disrupted the 
English Church, the Louvainists began to encourage the dissention of the English 
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clergy.
98
  They started pointing out specific divisions between the churches, treating 
the Church of England as if it were a distinct institution that had distinct doctrine.  
Rastell challenged the church regarding the vernacular, asking why the gospellers 
did not give Welshmen the opportunity to hear their services in Welsh, if the use of 
the vernacular in church was so important to them.
99
  Nicholas Sander and John 
Martial rejected the Church of England altogether, because of its association with 
Protestantism.  Sander commented that at least Luther had done some good, in that 
the evil people had once been mingled with the good in the Catholic Church, but 
now ‘two bodies are made, one out of Catholics, another of the Protestants, and the 
church of God remains, purged from that wicked generation of men’.100  John 
Martial started treating the Church of England not only as Protestant, but as a 
particular sect of Protestantism, led by usurpers who had not been ‘hired of any true 
gardener that has the custody of Christ’s vineyard’.101 
In the same span of years, the gospellers also showed a gradual shift into a 
more solid definition of the doctrine and structure of their own church.  From the 
beginning they treated it as part of the universal church, but it was not Protestant 
until near the end of the controversy.  The first writings were focused on responding 
to points of doctrine, such as the real presence and the private mass, and they treated 
these issues as conflicts between their ‘catholic’ church and the papists’ novelties.  
The first mention of the development of  a distinct English Church on the gospellers’ 
side of the controversy was in Nowell’s 1565 Reproof.  Dorman had accused the 
English congregation of being ‘scattered and unknown’, and said that this scattered 
nature was ‘the very definition of a Protestant church’.  Nowell responded with:  
‘Our congregation is not so scattered, nor so secret and unknown to the world, as M 
Dorman does make it…and we take this objection as no reproach, being common to 
our congregation to the primitive church of our saviour Christ and his holy apostles’.   
Nowell also denied that the English Church was a headless body, because the 
members of it had Christ in heaven and the prince on earth as leaders, and prelates to 
provide ecclesiastical guidance.  It can be seen that Nowell’s concept of the Church 
of England was firmly based on a community of the faithful, and separate from the 
Church of Rome.  Significantly, Nowell also said that they in the English Church 
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were the ones writing against the heretical sects and preaching God’s doctrine out of 
God’s word,  so ‘we be therein, as in all other things indeed, the catholics, and not 
they’.102  The Church of England at this point identified itself as both separate and 
‘catholic’.  
Six months later, James Calfhill responded to Martial’s treatise about the 
cross.  He pointed out that it was a popish practice ‘to make roods and images roll 
their eyes, to sweat and to speak’, not a Protestant one.  Therefore, the Catholics did 
the Protestants wrong in calling them delusional and dishonest.  Calfhill identified 
the Church of England with the Protestants when he did not argue against being 
labelled a Protestant, but once again there was a clear sense that the Church of 
England was distinct.  As Calfhill said, ‘Indeed we profess a separation from you, as 
our Apology does witness, and show good reason why.  …But in separating from 
you, the enemies of God and his truth, we join (as we ought) with the church of 
Christ’.103 Calfhill had a clear sense of who made up the church of Christ, and he 
placed both the Protestants and the Church of England inside it, based on the history 
of the Protestants and the doctrine of the Church of England.    
Like Calfhill, Nowell  showed a sense of solidarity with Jewel and his 
Apology in his next contribution to the debate, suggesting that the Apology had 
effectively provided a clear definition of what was and was not part of the Church of 
England.
104
  Significantly, Nowell did not claim the title of Catholic in this work, but 
concerned himself with defending the church of Christ, and proving how the Church 
of England was part of it.  The same pattern can be found in the next work of a 
gospeller, The Pedigree of Heretics by John Barthlet.  Barthlet did not claim that the 
Church of England was Catholic, but part of the church of Christ.  He went so far as 
to label the Catholics as heretics, and enumerate a whole list of particular heresies of 
which they were guilty.
105
   
The next contribution to the controversy on the gospellers’ side was Nowell’s 
1567 A Confutation of M Dorman’s Last Book.  In it, Nowell showed how his 
‘catholic’ identity had undergone a further transition.  He still claimed to be part of 
the invisible church of Christ, but the church of Christ had become Protestant.  To 
him, the papists could talk against the English Church’s ‘new gospel’ and ‘invisible 
church’ if they wished, but that would not change anything.  The true multitudes of 
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the faithful would still be in the primitive church, and those multitudes were found 
among the Protestants.
106
  Nowell also showed that he associated the Church of 
England with the Protestants when he pointed out that there was not much of a point 
in answering Dorman yet again, since ‘all that is said or written anywhere to any 
purpose, by any papist, is somewhere, by some Protestant, already answered’.  Later 
on, he claimed the title of Protestant, referring to himself and the rest of the English 
episcopate as ‘us Protestant bishops’.107  Considering that Nowell had claimed that 
the English were the Catholics only two years before, this shows a significant shift, 
and a rapid development of self-identity in the Church of England.  It is echoed in 
the last contribution to the debate, when Dering claimed that the Church of England 
was part of the church of Christ, while the Church of Rome was the synagogue of the 
devil.  ‘Your ancient religion we hate’, he said.  ‘It is so old that it is rotten, and one 
piece will not hang with another’.108 
In just a few years, the Church of England had been established, defended, 
and solidified as not only a separate faith from the Roman Church, but a separate 
institution.  This institution was both universal and distinctly Protestant.  Jewel’s 
Apology helped create this Church, and the men in his textual community helped 
defend it,  in part through a new emphasis on the primitive church.  Advocating this 
concept allowed the gospellers to argue that there could be particular churches in 
each country, and yet they could each be inheritors of the true apostolic church.  It 
also allowed them to hedge around the early reformers’ rejection of the legitimacy of 
a visible, institutional church and establish their own institution. Thus, their English 
Church could be visible and yet invisible, representative of the ‘little flock’ of God’s 
people and yet found throughout the world.  
This is the paradox at the heart of their establishment of  a national universal 
church.  Catherine Davies notes that Henrican Protestants maintained a self-image of 
a ‘persecuted little flock of Christ’ under the unpopular religious policies of the last 
Henrican years, creating a vision of the true church that proved surprisingly 
influential throughout Edward’s reign. ‘There remained a tension within Edwardian 
Protestantism between that vision of the church as a persecuted minority and a rather 
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grander image of the church as a commonwealth of Christians.’109  The same tension 
existed at the establishment of the early Elizabethan Church of England, which may 
be at least partially due to the prominence of Edwardian reformers in its leadership.  
It proved a source of scorn for many of the Louvainists, who did not accept the 
gospellers’ attempt to reconcile the small and the universal, especially when the 
gospellers identified themselves with reformers on the continent and claimed that the 
‘little flock’ had expanded throughout Europe.   
Dorman, for example, said that once the English Protestants ‘could glory in 
your fewness, with boasting on the scriptures…that many were called but few 
chosen, [and] such like’.  Then, ‘after that your heresies have gotten in a great part of 
Germany, in England, France, Scotland and elsewhere, some more liberty…you 
vaunt yourselves of your number, and make in your Apology a necessary argument, 
that your doctrine must needs be true and sound.’110  The Louvainists attributed this 
promotion of a paradox to inconstancy, and accused the gospellers of changing their 
faith to suit their circumstances.  They were equally resistant to the extension of the 
paradox, in which this small but universal church became uniquely English, under 
the headship of a reigning queen. 
 
The Universal Church of England 
Anthony Milton suggested that the Church of England wanted to be ‘the 
inclusive church of the English people’ for the first century of its existence, and thus 
it was subject to many different visions of what that church should be.
111
  The range 
of beliefs represented by the gospellers of the Jewel-Harding controversy both 
confirms and denies this.  The gospellers did have different visions for the church, 
which became very clear in their later careers.  However, they were unified in one 
sense, because they knew what they wanted the Church in England to be: a 
congregation joined with the invisible universal church, maintaining a real and 
personal faith as part of the ‘little flock’ of the Good Shepherd, and made up of 
individuals who were participating in the sacraments and reading the scripture.  This 
was the church in England envisioned by the gospellers.  Their Church of England 
                                                          
109
 Catharine Davies, ‘’Poor Persecuted Little Flock’ or ‘Commonwealth of Christians’; Edwardian 
Protestant Concepts of the Church,’ in Protestantism and the National Church, edited by Peter Lake 
and Maria Dowling (London:  Croom Helm, 1987), 78-79. 
110
 Dorman, Proufe, 118-118v.   
111
 Milton, Catholic and Reformed, 10. 
161 
 
had all of these qualities, but it also had a national identity, a sense of its uniqueness 
as a purely English institution.   
This sense of Englishness became part of their identity as members of the 
(Protestant) universal church in three main ways.  First, it formed the foundation of 
their claim that they had the authority to reject foreign powers and their influence on 
the English people.  This issue arose in the Jewel-Harding debate when the 
Louvainists challenged the gospellers about their concept of a universal church that 
recognized only Christ as its head, and yet was led by a monarch. The result was a 
detailed examination of the royal supremacy, a denial of papal primacy, and the 
avocation of what Jewel called ‘homemade laws’.  The gospellers turned the role of 
queen and parliament in the formation of their religion from a weakness into a 
strength.   
Second, it allowed the gospellers to place themselves into both the recent and 
the ancient history of the universal church.  This occurred even as the gospellers 
were participating in the debate, since they had to respond to the challenges to their 
history presented to them by the Louvainists.  As A.G. Dickens and John Tonkin 
phrased it, their historical theory was created ‘simultaneously with the events, as if 
the actors wrote the script while treading the stage’.112  It started when the gospellers 
attempted to answer the eternal question ‘where was your church before Luther?’.  
Jewel himself established this as a point of debate, due to his insistence on using the 
sources from the first six hundred years of the church. As Rosamund Oates explains 
it, Jewel ‘set the polemical agenda for the next decade:  historical analysis, rather 
than theology, was to be the mainstay of future debates’.113  After that, the use of 
historical events and sources placed in their historical context became a major part of 
the argument regarding Englishness, and from there affected the development of a 
national universal church.  
Third, they used both print and pulpit to defend their doctrine.  Thus, they 
reached a widespread audience, especially since their use of the vernacular became 
both a point of pride and a way of disseminating information.  It supported their 
point that all Englishmen were welcome in the national universal church, if they held 
common beliefs.  This proviso became a point of contention very quickly, but 
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initially it assisted in the widespread acceptance of the Church of England as a 
distinct and yet legitimate member of the universal church.  The gospellers claimed 
the authority of the people, through their insistence on participation and the value of 
the individual, and thus aligned their church with their nation.   
 
Governor of a National Universal Church 
Jewel’s work has gained some attention in the historiography of the royal 
supremacy, because being a champion of the church often involved defending the 
queen’s authority.  Claire Cross, for example, discussed Jewel’s attempt to reconcile 
his portrayal of a church that ‘formed part of the universal church and taught 
universal truths’ with a clergy that was appointed by the crown.114  Leonard 
Trinterud examined how Jewel worked to define and justify the royal supremacy, 
both within the church and in his wider works.
115
  However, much of the 
historiography involving Jewel suggests that his defence of the royal supremacy was 
not entirely voluntary.  Daniel Eppley, in his recent book about defending the royal 
supremacy in Tudor England, suggests that English polemicists in general had no 
choice but to defend the royal supremacy ‘in a manner compatible with official 
policy’ if they were going to gain the peaceful, ordered England they wanted.  In his 
opinion, they ‘failed to safeguard against false understandings of God’s will’ and so 
left the authorities vulnerable to resistance.  Eppley does not use the works of the 
Jewel-Harding controversy in his study.  He focuses instead on two writers who, in 
his opinion, did not fail in this task of safeguarding:  Christopher St German and 
Richard Hooker.
116
  In choosing this as his focus, Eppley misses out on the important 
role played by Jewel and his fellow gospellers.  Over the course of the Jewel-
Harding debate, adhering to the royal supremacy became a part of the Protestant self-
identity of the Church of England.   
This claim challenges many of the assumptions that can be found in 
revisionist history. Christopher Haigh, in his English Reformations, suggests that the 
royal supremacy was a sticking-point on the accession of Elizabeth, one that almost 
blocked the Elizabethan reformation before it started.   This argument was part of his 
emphasis on the divisions between Elizabeth and her clergy, which is an example of 
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a historical focus on conflict rather than consensus.
117
  Similarly, J.J. Scarisbrick 
suggested that the royal supremacy was troublesome for the defenders of the Church 
of England, calling it a ‘transplant into the body Protestant and never a complete 
success’.  Haigh did not consider the Jewel-Harding controversy in his work, and 
Scarisbrick used it in a way that suggests that he did not study it fully.  He 
acknowledged that Jewel’s Challenge Sermon put the Roman Church on the 
defensive in a series of battles, but claimed that Jewel eventually ‘overstepped 
himself’ and lost the war.  Scarisbrick based this claim on an analysis of the 
controversy by the Jesuit Robert Parsons and some early seventeenth-century 
writers, not on a personal examination.
118
  Thus, it seems that both Haigh and 
Scarisbrick have missed the way that the gospellers used the royal supremacy, and 
the queen herself, as a focal point for their Protestant self-identity.    
Other historians have seen this connection, and the role Jewel played in 
making the royal supremacy such an important point.  Julian Lock studied it from the 
gospellers’ point of view, suggesting that the clergy used the royal supremacy from 
the beginning.  He said that ‘the Church of England was defined by the royal 
supremacy first and by reformed doctrine only later’, and pointed to Jewel as a 
promoter of the royal supremacy as part of a national identity.
119
  Marvin O’Connell 
attributed this development of a Protestant identity to the ‘success of Queen 
Elizabeth and her advisors, acting out of differing degrees of personal religiosity, in 
identifying the interests of the regime and the nation with a Protestant authority’.120 
It is uncertain who O’Connell included in the group he labelled Elizabeth’s advisors, 
but he did include those who manipulated the pulpit and the printing press, which 
suggests a wider group than simply Elizabeth’s councillors.   
Jewel certainly led the way in defending the royal supremacy, but he was not 
alone.  The debate between Dorman and Nowell dealt with the topic of the royal 
supremacy at length.  Dorman reached back into the time of Henry VIII in an attempt 
to show how the royal supremacy was not legitimate.  He suggested that the 
country’s leaders had given Henry something which they could not give in order to 
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flatter him, and that this old mistake was made right in Elizabeth’s refusal to be 
called Supreme Head.  However, Dorman did not think she had gone far enough.  
She should have refused to be the governor as well.  After all, if Nowell and his 
fellow gospellers could claim that the head of the universal church was Christ, not 
the pope, then Christ was the head of the English Church too.  They could not say 
that ‘he is head of all other churches, and has only left ours headless’, then set up a 
supreme governor.
121
 
Nowell responded to this in 1565 with an explanation that showed how the 
English Church already had a national identity.  He claimed that just as there was no 
one king over all the kingdoms of the world, so there was no one head over the 
churches of the world.  However, the various kingdoms of the world did have heads 
to lead them, and so did the various churches in those realms, governing God’s 
church ‘by his providence’.122  This meant that ‘particular churches’, different in 
each realm, could still be part of the one universal church. Dorman denied this 
argument:  ‘you are not headless, if so many bishops as you have so many heads you 
be under.  But you join to no one head on earth… Your prince in earth…cannot 
make you have a head in earth’.  Dorman denied that this system had any grounds 
within God’s word, and that the Church of England therefore knew not ‘whither to 
go nor whereupon to rest’.123   
Nowell’s response made all the more of a national statement, stating that 
their English princes did not claim ‘such popish pre-eminence’ as to be head of the 
church in that sense, but only in the ways all the ‘virtuous and godly princes’ of both 
the Jewish and Christian churches had always been head.  He claimed that different 
countries did not need to have the same system of leadership in order to have the 
same role of the godly prince, and used Geneva as an example of an alternative.  
Elizabeth, as the English godly prince, played the same role in the church as all the 
other godly magistrates.  She could summon bishops to synods, correct and depose 
the clergy, and govern the church.
124
 Nowell also answered Dorman’s statement 
about Henry VIII, claiming that the same powers were given to him as to Elizabeth.  
Neither of them had the right to determine what pleased them in the church, but only 
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the right to maintain and promote that which was firm and sure in reason and the 
scriptures.
125
  
The gospellers were somewhat defensive of their lay female Supreme 
Governor at first.
126
  However, by the end of the debate they had found in her a 
rallying-point. Dering defended both the supremacy and the concept of the invisible 
church in his A Sparing Restraint:   
The Lord has placed her, and who is he that shall put her down? 
She is a good nurse of Christ’s mystical body, and no authority 
is alone hereof, but in all supremacy we tie her unto the word of 
God, and as she has regard to her own soul in the  name of God, 
we charge her not to go beyond it.
127
   
This was gendered language, because ‘nurse’ at this time would not 
necessarily have been applied to a king.  However, it was also not meant to be 
disparaging.  Dering used this imagery to show his pride in his queen, his sense of 
national security that arose from being led by God himself, and his belief that the 
English Church was part of Christ’s  mystical body.  He also showed how the idea of 
the value of individual participation had taken hold, in that he claimed that Elizabeth 
held all supremacy, but at the same time ‘we tie her’ unto the word of God, and ‘we 
charge her’ not to go beyond her limits.   
The gospellers of the Jewel-Harding controversy associated rejecting the 
royal supremacy with the Catholics in general, and the Louvainists in particular.  
Trimble claimed that this was in part a conscious development, because the 
government ‘was fully cognizant who were the leading Catholics in various counties, 
[and] its policy was largely directed toward controlling them’ from its beginning in 
1559.  The English clergy had the task of helping with this, and preventing any 
‘manifestation of Catholic life’, which would associate any rejection of the royal 
supremacy with loyalty to the Roman Church.
128
  As shown by the writings of the 
Jewel-Harding controversy, the clergy who were members of Jewel’s textual 
community fulfilled their task.   
The gospellers’ argument regarding the royal supremacy followed Jewel in 
rejecting the Roman Church, especially the primacy of the papacy over the 
monarchy.  Calfhill charged the Louvainists with omitting the main part of 
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Elizabeth’s power by maintaining their loyalty to the pope, pointing out that ‘the 
only proof of kinglike authority within her own realms and dominions, to be the 
supreme governor under God of all persons and causes, you deny to her’.  Thus, the 
Louvainists dared to subject her to another authority, and refused to be subject to 
hers.
129
  The superiority of the queen’s authority was also part of Cooper’s argument:  
he demanded that the anonymous author of the Apology of Private Mass accept the 
new authority, because the defence of the English Church was advancing ‘through 
God’s word and the authority of the prince’.130  
Dering, like Jewel, not only promoted the royal supremacy as a sign of 
legitimacy for the national universal church, but also the role of parliament.  Dering 
used 1 Peter 2:13 to support his argument, a verse that required the faithful to submit 
to the authorities, ‘whether it be unto the King, as unto the chief, or unto governors, 
as unto them that he sends’, to provide evidence that such authority lent authenticity 
to the Church of England.  He cast the queen and her parliament as the king and 
governors who had been set up as authorities, and pointed out that obedience to their 
decisions was thus required.  Dering followed up that sentence by pointing out that 
the writer, who was St Peter himself, did not set up the primacy of the pope in that 
verse, which was further proof that royal supremacy was the legitimate form of 
authority over the church, not papal supremacy.
131
    
Like Jewel and Dering, Nowell used the legitimacy of  parliament both to 
support the creation of a national church and to reject the power of the pope. Nowell 
promoted parliamentary authority by arguing that the common authority of 
parliament had simply restored what the pope had ‘unjustly removed and taken from 
the people’.  Thus, all the true doctrine, holy scriptures, and holy laws had been 
‘retained and kept, and are now set forth and delivered to the people of God’.  Not 
only were they restored, however, but improved:  they were ‘more perfect for 
edification set forth and delivered, than they were lately before… [because] God’s 
people may understand them’.  Parliament had restored the use of ‘our native 
language to all our countrymen known’.132  Nowell associated the nation’s religion 
with the power of the nation, and so promoted the Englishness of the church.   
The Louvainists taunted the English writers for their parliament-made 
religion. Dorman remarked scornfully that the means of reconciling religious 
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controversy in England was through parliament or a debate by the laity, which meant 
that ‘the conclusion of this weighty controversy might depend upon the mouth of 
some simple burgoise [sic] and mean artificer, who might easily by lack of judgment 
choose the worse part’.133  Nicholas Sander took on an air of concern, wondering if 
the men who sat in parliament judging the high mysteries of Christ were able to 
understand them.  ‘He that must, if a parliament be called, prescribe [a faith] to all 
the realm…he that accompteth himself sufficient to discern doctrines and spirits, will 
he say that a poor scholar of Oxford writes too high for his understanding?’  Sander 
predicted disaster if that was the case, since compared to the notable bishops and 
divines who went to Trent, even an Oxford scholar ‘is a very base member of 
Christ’s Church’.134   
In the historiography of the Elizabethan settlement, there has been virtually 
no examination of the clerical use of parliamentary authority to legitimize the 
church, except perhaps through examining its supreme governor.  Philip Hughes, for 
example, has studied Elizabeth’s determination to maintain the settlement as shown 
by her actions in parliament.
135
  Millar Maclure’s study of the Paul’s Cross sermons 
mentioned how Elizabeth’s government appointed particular preachers ‘during 
parliament time’ to promote its own agenda.136 Stephen Alford discussed Cecil’s 
efforts to control and promote the queen through parliament.
137
 No one seems to 
have gone beyond the immediate actions of parliament regarding religion to the 
effect it had on individual defenders of the church. 
Significantly, there has been rather more scholarship on the use of parliament 
by challengers to the settlement.  In his study of the drive for conformity in the 
1580s, Kenneth Fincham discussed parliament as a place where the voice of the 
‘evangelical lobby’ was heard.138  Puritan John Field’s Admonition to Parliament has 
been studied at length by such historians as Cyndia Susan Clegg and Leonard 
Trinterud.
139
  Patrick Collinson suggested that the Marprelate tracts were a 
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‘desperate expedient on the part of printers, pamphleteers, preachers and politicians 
to snatch victory from the jaws of the parliamentary defeat of the presbyterian 
cause’.140  Considering the extent of references to Jewel’s work in these later debates 
of the Elizabeth church, which will be explored further in chapter five, it is arguable 
that further exploration of this connection between parliament and defence would be 
useful.   
 
Past, Present and Future 
In defending the royal supremacy and their homemade laws, the gospellers 
gave their particular church a national flavour, and asserted their unique status in the 
universal church of the present day.  In the second way that they influenced the 
development of a national universal church, the gospellers focused on defending 
their past and future status.  This  brought the English within the compass of the 
greater history of Christianity. There have been several studies done on the 
placement of the English Church into church history, but the vast majority of them 
have used Foxe’s Acts and Monuments as their primary source rather than any 
ecclestiastical debate.  Felicity Heal’s work on the reformation in England and 
Ireland is an excellent example of this:  she looked at the various aspects of creating 
a religious identity in Elizabethan England and assigned Jewel the role of ‘defending 
the church with the aid of the fathers’, while Foxe ‘was elaborating the cosmic 
pattern of Christian history’.141  She did not discuss the wider controversy around 
Jewel’s work, or the contributions of that controversy to the creation of a history and 
a future for the Church of England.  
The gospellers used both ancient and recent history to provide legitimacy for 
their church, just as Jewel did.  Their use of recent history was partially because 
those stories appealed to the emotions of their audience.  It was also a useful strategy 
for the promotion of universality, because it connected the English martyrs to their 
contemporary continental counterparts.  As H.F. Woodhouse notes, ‘we must not 
forget that this was a period of violent passions.  The fires of Smithfield were 
remembered; the corruption of the Roman Church was still a vivid memory…the 
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plight of continental Protestants was borne in mind’.142  It was also strategic:  to have 
martyrs willing to die for their faith was of course a powerful weapon in proving the 
legitimacy of a church.  As Brad Gregory put it, ‘growth despite persecution was 
evidence that God was using martyrdom to draw people to his truth, as he had done 
in the early church’.143 Thus, the Louvainists quickly tried to disprove the legitimacy 
of the English martyrs.  
Dorman, for example, said that most of the people who suffered for the 
‘sacramentary heresy’ did not die ‘in such lingering flames as you speak of, but 
compassed about with bags of gunpowder’.  Dorman thought that this attempt to 
lessen their own suffering in this way proved that these men were not martyrs, and 
removed their credit as true believers dying for the faith.
144
  Nowell responded to this 
by insisting those who had died under Mary were in fact martyrs, because nothing 
could make them give up their faith, not ‘the terror of tyrants, loss of goods, [or] of 
life also’.  Through the example of the martyrs, Nowell shored up the legitimacy of 
the doctrine for which they had died.  He also promoted individual participation 
through this example, because he said that the death of men like Cranmer showed up 
‘the errors of popery in the eyes of men and women of all degrees and ages’.145  This 
set all these people up as witnesses to the truth of the message of the martyrs. 
Although recent history was very useful for the gospellers, most of the 
historical argument revolved around the question of origins.  They debated fiercely 
with the Louvainists over when the true Christian faith had arrived in England, and 
by what means.  As in Jewel and Harding’s works, this revolved around Eleutherius 
and Lucius.  Martial summarized the Louvainist side of the argument when he 
claimed that ‘Eleutherius pope of Rome appointed laws for Lucius King of England, 
and gave him authority, and commissioned him to be God’s vicar in that land’.146  
Part of this story involved Eleutherius sending missionaries to establish the Christian 
faith; Sander, Dorman and Stapleton claimed that it arrived through ‘Augustine the 
English apostle’, and thus the English Church was part of the order of St Peter and 
subject to the Roman Church.
147
 This meant that the pope was not a foreign usurper, 
as the gospellers claimed, but the originator and the symbolic head of the English 
Church. 
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 Nowell countered with the claim that even if the pope was not a foreigner in 
country and nation, he was a foreigner in faith and religion.  The national universal 
church required all of its fellow members to have common beliefs, even if they did 
not have a common nationality.
148
  Notably, the common beliefs to which he referred 
pre-dated the arrival of missionaries from Rome.  This argument aligned with the 
other gospellers, but Nowell was the most subtle about it.  He did not discuss any 
particular conversion story; rather, he joined the English Church with the apostolic 
church seamlessly, as if there had been no stretch of time since the church fathers.  
This was part of his insistence that it was the doctrine of the English Church that 
made it part of the universal church, not its place in time or space.  If the doctrine 
had not changed, then neither had the church.   
Nowell went so far as to take Dorman to task for claiming that the Roman 
Church communicated with all the churches that had been founded since the 
apostles’ time.  He pointed out that many of the churches founded by the apostles 
had been lost to ‘the Mohammedans’ due to the errors of the Roman Church, and 
denied that the Roman Church had any right to claim apostolic connections as all.  
Rather, it was the English Church that was connected with the church founded by the 
apostles in all the nations, and ‘we therefore communicating in faith and doctrine 
with all nations…that had or have in them churches founded by the apostles’ labour, 
do communicate with all those nations that St Austen speaks of, and so with more 
nations do we communicate than you do’.149  
Other gospellers tried to make the connection between the apostolic and 
English churches more concrete.  Dering said that, according to the fourth-century 
theologian Theodoretus, ‘St Paul himself preached here in his latter time’, and it was 
Joseph of Arimethea who was one of the first to see the English receive the faith, not 
Roman missionaries.  With the advent of Roman missionaries, ‘superstition began 
again to breed’, partly due to Augustine the monk.  Augustine persuaded the king 
and queen not to try to convert people to Christianity.  He ‘thrust into the church’ 
things which had never been seen before:  namely, altars, vestments, images, masses, 
crosses, candlesticks, holy water, tithes and processions.  He changed their rituals for 
Easter, brought in the first relics, built a monastery, and ‘wrought many feigned 
miracles’.  Then, ‘when he could not bring all men to his diet,  he moved great 
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persecution against such as defended the liberty of the church.’150  Augustine, 
essentially, was the personification of the Roman Church, and could be directly 
blamed for all of the error and superstition in England that the gospellers were 
arguing against, including the usurping of royal authority.  This gave legitimacy to 
the royal supremacy, established the independence of the Church of England from 
Rome, and aligned it with the true, primitive, apostolic church.  
Calfhill, too, used the origin stories to promote the royal supremacy and 
reject the papal supremacy.  He was less violent in his dislike of Augustine than 
Dering, but he still refused to accept that the faith in England had been planted by 
the pope’s representative.  He claimed that Augustine found seven bishoprics and an 
archbishopric already established in England when he arrived, who were all ‘keeping 
their flocks in most godly order’.  Significantly, Calfhill attributed the steadfast and 
orderly faith of the English to the support of the king, Ethelbert, who had a godly 
wife and a Christian bishop to help him.  Augustine was no help to this king:  he 
planted superstition, and ‘where religion was sincerely taught, he laboured what he 
could of a certain ambitious proud heart to pervert it’.151  This implied that Rome had 
interfered in the supremacy of the king from the very beginning.   
 
Print and Pulpit 
The question of origins was one of the many issues that was never 
completely resolved in the Jewel-Harding controversy.  However, this lack of 
resolution did not seem to affect the popularity of the debate.  The idea of a national 
universal church still spread, which may have been due to the third and most direct 
way that Englishness became part of the gospellers’ identity as members of the 
(Protestant) universal church:  their use of both print and pulpit to defend their 
doctrine.  These two means of dissemination provided the clergy, the servants of the 
crown, the gentry and the general populace a vastly detailed description of the beliefs 
of the Church of England to which they belonged.  This section will show first how 
the texts themselves were designed to connect to their authors’ perceived audience, 
and then discuss how the gospellers encouraged the acceptance of their interpretation 
through pulpit support.  
These men addressed several different groups of people in their various texts.  
Nowell claimed that he had ‘laboured to serve the learned and occupied reader’s 
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turn’ by summarizing his works at the end of the book.152  Dering too addressed the 
learned reader, because his defence of the truth might edify him, and ‘the manner of 
my writing minister grace…I would no longer suppress that, which being set abroad, 
might be fruitful’.153  At the same time, all the writers expressed concern for the 
simple, unlearned people, and often implied that other members of the audience had 
an obligation to help them, or at least avoid hindering them.  As Nowell phrased it, 
‘the simple and unlearned readers have often best liking in books more boldly than 
learnedly written, and are most in danger to credit most lewd and slanderous lies’.154  
Thus, they needed help and support. 
Identifying the popular audience of sixteenth-century writers is difficult for 
historians, but one way to approach it is through dedications and prefaces.  In the 
case of the gospellers, these writings  provide a good overview of how the gospellers 
perceived their audience:  the prefaces especially show how the gospellers saw their 
readers and the readers’ role in the church.  As Heidi Brayman-Hackel has noted, 
authors used their prefaces to ‘shape and control’ the reception of their books, 
through addressing their good readers and opposing any hostile readers.
 155
  This fits 
with the methods of the gospellers. They consistently showed respect for individuals 
and included them in the controversy as fellow students in the faith.   
Dering advised his ‘good Christian reader’ to search the scriptures, because 
then ‘the truth shall move thee’ and show the pope for what he is.156  Nowell showed 
indignation on his readers’ behalf, stating that the purpose of the gospellers’ work 
was to give understanding to the reader, but the Louvainists ‘do seem to have sought 
the clean contrary, and to have used all diligence to keep their readers in errors and 
uncertainty’.  He claimed that as the reason why he decided to print the entirety of 
his adversaries’ work with his, so that the reader could judge the truth.157  All of the 
gospellers also noted that they were writing against someone, who was then 
constructed as their hostile reader.  Thomas Cooper  did this the most blatantly, and 
pretended that his book was not really meant for his ‘gentle reader’ at all.  His gentle 
reader already knew the truth that he was about to read, so ‘I will cease any more to 
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trouble thee, and will turn the residue of my talk unto the author of this writing’ that 
he was refuting.
158
 
In contrast, the Louvainists used their letters to the reader to promote the 
validity of the Roman Church.  They also asked the readers to judge the value of 
what they read for themselves, but did not allow them to judge points of doctrine.  
Rather, the Louvainists expected their readers to judge the gospellers, and the 
gospellers’ interpretations of patristic sources. As Dorman said,  ‘there is none of 
you I trust but that he judges better of the whole number of Catholics than that he 
can be persuaded to…condemn all the learned writers of so many hundred years’.159 
Similarly, Lewis Evans said in his letter that he expected the reader to use the 
descriptions of the various Protestant churches which he had written to divide ‘the 
truth faith from the false…good people from bad, and true Christians from raging 
Antichrists’.160  This shows his adversarial mentality very clearly.  Similarly, John 
Rastell said that he hoped that all the Catholics would work toward the goal to which 
he worked, which was to disprove Jewel.  If they did that, ‘the cause of the Catholics 
is the stronger, [and] the hearts of the Protestants may be the fainter’.161  The 
demarcation lines are clear in these letters, as is the Louvainists’ attitude toward the 
individual.    
Dedications also afford insight into the ways that the gospellers attempted to 
influence their audience.  As was common in sixteenth-century polemic, the works 
tended to be dedicated to the queen or to influential noblemen.  Many writers were 
simply searching for patronage, but within that was an awareness that they needed to 
influence the people of influence.  John Barthlet dedicated his The Pedigree of 
Heretics to Robert Dudley, Earl of Leicester, and Dering dedicated his work to 
Thomas Wotton.  The son of an Edwardian privy council member, Wotton had been 
imprisoned for his reforming beliefs during the reign of Mary.  During the 1560s he 
supported Parker’s efforts against radicals and papists, but did not play an official 
role in the government.
162
  In the years after the controversy ended, Wotton 
developed radical tendencies and fought for further reform of the church, as did 
Dering himself.  Dering’s dedication of his work to Wotton foreshadows his later 
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departure from the textual community of the gospellers, which will be examined 
further in the next chapter. 
The Earl of Leicester was also a significant choice.  Much of the 
historiography of Elizabeth’s reign suggests that Leicester favoured the radical 
cause, but his constant support of the defenders of the Church of England counteracts 
this.
163
  This apparent contradiction might reflect a concern for political expediency 
that outweighed religious considerations, but it might also show that Leicester 
maintained a certain moderation in his beliefs.  During the controversy of the 
prophesyings, Leicester followed orders and helped suppress them, and Thomas 
Wood attacked him in print for betraying the puritans over this issue.   
Leicester wrote back to Wood to deny it, claiming that: ‘I am not, I thank 
God, fantastically persuaded in religion but…do find it soundly and godly set forth 
in this universal Church of England ...which doctrine and religion I wish to be 
obeyed duly as it ought of all subjects of this land’.164  Leicester’s use of the term 
‘universal Church of England’ suggests that he was aware of the concept of a 
national universal church, and its separation from the Catholic Church.  Considering 
that gospellers such as Barthlet saw him as an ally, this suggests that he may have 
been more closely involved in the Jewel-Harding controversy than most scholars 
allow.  This is further supported by the fact that he was in direct contact with Jewel, 
as shown in the previous chapter.   
The audience of the controversy, once identified, then had to be persuaded 
through the texts themselves.  The gospellers and Louvainists used much the same 
rhetorical devices as those of Jewel and Harding, which is not surprising considering 
that all of these men had been educated with the same humanistic method and 
learned the same tricks of  medieval disputation as Jewel and Harding had.  These 
aspects of the controversy have been studied in detail in chapter three, through the 
works of Jewel and Harding, and to cover them again in reference to the rest of the 
works might prove repetitive.  Thus, topics such as the use of emotional appeal will 
not be discussed in this chapter.  There is still one aspect of Jewel and Harding’s 
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debate that must be applied to the wider controversy, however:  the use of the 
vernacular.   
The gospellers used the vernacular as part of the ‘Englishness’ of their 
church, which was reflective of a reformist trend.  Both Patrick Collinson and David 
Birch see a connection between nationalist feeling and the use of the vernacular.
165
  
Lucy Wooding studies this in more detail, claiming that ‘to write in English was to 
declare an interest in the work of religious regeneration that was such a key 
preoccupation of the age’.  It was a sign that the writer wanted to reach the most 
people possible.  Thus, to write in the vernacular was ‘to demonstrate the 
deployment as well as the development of new ideas…the interface between 
religious ideology and popular practice’.166  This interface meant that both the people 
and the language were edified, according to Holinshed’s Chronicles.  When 
Holinshed discussed the various languages used on the island of Britain, he noted 
that English never achieved a state of perfection until the time of Elizabeth.  Then, 
‘John Jewel Bishop of Sarum, John Foxe, and sundry learned and excellent 
writers…fully accomplished the ornature of the same, to their great praise and 
immortal commendation’.167  
To emphasize Englishness through language was a goal that was implied 
rather than discussed in the works of the controversy.  The gospellers did not say 
openly that they wrote in English to influence the English.  Rather, they attacked the 
Louvainists for preferring to write in Latin.  John Barthlet actually turned the idea of 
Latin as a learned language on its head, claiming that the clergy of the Roman 
Church did not have any interest in learning Greek, did not truly understand Latin, 
and were actually ‘proud in this their ignorance’.  They also burned those who 
wanted to read the scriptures and learn about the faith in their mother tongue, calling 
them heretics.
168
 This, Barthlet implied, was not the behaviour of the learned sort.  
Alexander Nowell was equally scathing of the ignorance of the men who professed 
to be learned in Latin, suggesting that they took the change from the Latin to the 
English liturgy so grievously not for reasons of faith but because they could not read 
English.  After all, ‘no good and godly man can therefore justly be offended with 
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such change’, only a deceptive and ignorant Romanist cleric.169  These two men 
subtly associated learning with the vernacular, and by doing so they also promoted 
their own language, making it the language used by the truly faithful people of the 
national universal church.  Thus, it became symbolic of the catholicity of the Church 
of England, because it enabled everyone to participate. 
Equally as important as writing in the vernacular was speaking in the 
vernacular, a topic which has recently enjoyed an upsurge of academic interest.  
Scholars such as Carl Truman, Arnold Hunt, Mary Morrissey and Susan Wabuda all 
study how important verbal persuasion was to the acceptance of the Elizabethan 
settlement.  Truman and Wabuda both claim that the vernacular sermon moved into a 
central place in worship.
170
 Arnold Hunt, in his The Art of Hearing, describes how 
actively the people of the later Elizabethan and Jacobean ages listened to sermons, 
employing several strategies to help them remember and evaluate the sermons they 
heard, including note-taking, memorization and repetition.
171
 Mary Morrissey 
connects the importance of the sermons at Paul’s Cross to the exploration of political 
and religious controversies.
172
 
Part of the reason for this interest is the transition from oral to visual literary 
culture which was taking place during the 1560s.  This change is not only of interest 
to modern scholars, however.  It was something that the authors of the Jewel-
Harding controversy well knew.  Alexander Nowell, John Rastell and Thomas 
Heskyns all addressed the ‘readers and hearers’ of their works, and Heskyns 
emphasized that some people in a society were meant to be hearers.
173
  Although 
public reading was not as popular by the 1560s as it once had been, the concept of 
‘private’ had not yet taken on the meaning it has today.  It referred to the domestic 
sphere, which would include all members of the household.  As Heidi Brayman-
Hackel points out, even reading in closets or bedrooms did not necessarily mean that 
one was reading alone.  The nature of life in the sixteenth century was communal 
and crowded, and thus even reading was often not a solitary event.
174
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For the Jewel-Harding controversy, this verbal aspect both brought the 
controversy to a wider audience and made it part of the conflicts that arose during 
the first decade of Elizabeth’s reign.  Most of this aspect of the controversy played 
out either at court or at Paul’s Cross in London, due to the assistance of the Bishop 
of London, Edmund Grindal.  Rarely did a new Louvainist work appear without 
some sort of verbal response from the gospellers.  For example, John Martial 
published the Treatise of the Cross in October 1564 partly in response to the crucifix 
controversy that took place amongst the bishops in 1560.  Nowell, who managed 
more than once to stumble over himself in his attempts to please the queen, tried to 
refute Martial while preaching at Whitehall.  He attacked the use of images with 
such vigour that the queen ordered him to stop - during the sermon itself.  This 
caused much scandal and embarrassment, and further encouraged Louvainist 
resistance to the religious settlement.   
Calfhill stepped in to refute Martial on paper, arguing that Elizabeth could 
keep some images because she was educated so well that they could not tempt her 
into heresy.  Other people were less blessed, and so the clergy had removed images 
from most churches.  Some historians suggest that Bishop Grindal and Archbishop 
Parker were Calfhill’s official backers for this work, since he was appointed the 
archdeacon of Colchester by the first and rector of Bocking by the second during that 
same year.
175
  Unfortunately, Calfhill’s attempts were not entirely successful; he 
only managed to halt Martial’s support of images temporarily.  His tendency to 
overstep himself also caused a new set of problems.  The very next year, in 1566, 
Calfhill was called to task for a Paul’s Cross sermon that spoke too vigorously 
against the crucifix.
176
  It would seem, then, that Jewel’s textual community was 
under strict control as they attempted to support their written work through sermons, 
which shows both the importance of the verbal aspect of the controversy and its 
dangers. 
Part of its importance came from the ability of sermons to generate 
excitement for the written works.  In May of 1565, Jewel preached against Harding’s 
An Answer to Master Jewel’s Challenge at Paul’s Cross.  News of the sermon spread 
all the way to Harding in Louvain.  Harding demanded that Jewel give him a copy so 
that he could refute it, but Jewel refused.  He told Harding that what he had said 
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would soon be available in his Reply, which was supposed to be published later that 
year.  Harding did not want to wait that long, so in July he published a short letter 
about the sermon, in which he said that ‘I think it better thus to write briefly, then by 
silence to seem to acknowledge a guilt’.177  In August of that year, Nowell got a copy 
of Harding’s letter and read passages of it during his sermon, which he then 
vigorously refuted.  He did the same thing later that same year, but in the second 
sermon he argued against his own nemesis, Thomas Dorman.
178
    
Such personal drama and conflict, perpetuated and expanded as the debate 
progressed, both engaged the audience and served as a sort of advertisement.  As 
Mary Morrissey points out, the north side of the Cross Yard was literally against the 
walls of the two biggest areas in London for the book trade.  That made it a central 
point for gossip and news, and a gathering place for people who could, and often did, 
purchase the written version of the sermons preached at the Cross.
179
  The 
personalities involved also influenced the audience, because they were lively and 
entertaining, and fought with all the passion of soldiers on the battlefield.  Not 
everyone would have been convinced of the legitimacy of the Church of England 
through the Jewel-Harding debate, but even those who were not had something solid 
to resist.  Thus, the controversy helped make the Church of England an institution – 
a national, universal church.  
 
Conclusion 
In many ways, the controversies between the nineteen divines who were 
involved with the Jewel-Harding controversy reflect the arguments that took place 
between Jewel and Harding themselves.  The same themes appear, such as 
Englishness, the value of the individual, authority and legitimacy, and the royal 
supremacy.  Just as Jewel and Harding had, the Louvainists and the gospellers 
argued over the primacy of the pope, the right of parliament to determine religion, 
and the right use of the sacraments.  Also, they wrote in the same style:  the same 
tricks of rhetoric, direct address, and even the device of the challenge all came up in 
the wider debate, and were used much as Jewel and Harding had used them. 
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The work of the gospellers explored particular aspects of Jewel’s original 
challenge.  None of them addressed all twenty-six articles from the Challenge 
Sermon in their work, but each of them focused on the issues that they thought 
needed further discussion.  They supported and endorsed Jewel’s conclusions with 
further examples from patristic and Biblical sources, and promoted Jewel as an 
authority and a champion of the church.  The Louvainists proved equally supportive 
of Harding, and equally determined to present convincing arguments on particular 
issues of their faith. 
This shows how Jewel and Harding inspired the textual communities around 
them.  For Harding, the connections were immediate, because many of his 
community members had worked with him at New College in Oxford.  They all had 
the experience of exile in common, and were working together in a foreign 
university that they were attempting to make as English as possible.  At the same 
time, they found themselves looking to the pope for the support and protection they 
could not get anywhere else, which lessened their connection between nation and 
religion.  The gospellers, however, worked to strengthen that connection.  They 
firmly believed in the royal supremacy and the legitimacy of a national universal 
church.  This was part of their connection to Jewel, whom they universally 
acknowledged as a worthy and learned divine. 
All of the arguments between the Louvainists and the gospellers folded into 
the on-going attempt to define the true universal church, which both sides claimed to 
represent.  The question of who could say that they were ‘catholic’ was an old one 
by the time Jewel stepped into the pulpit at Paul’s Cross and launched the first salvo 
in a verbal war.  Over the decade that followed, the divines of his textual community 
came up with a new answer.  It arose out of their adversarial mentality and their 
sense that the English had a place within church history, and incorporated their new 
sense of brotherhood with the continent.  It can be summarized as follows. ‘We are 
part of the universal church, and as such we are no longer Catholic.’  
  
 
 
Chapter Five:  Sword and Shield 
The Reception and Significance of John Jewel 
The description of Jewel as the champion of the Church of England was 
attached to him very quickly after the accession of Elizabeth, and it is still used in 
modern historiography. What is not usually discussed, however, is what it meant to 
be a champion of the church.  Some historians suggest that Jewel’s task was merely 
to destroy the old church: Philip Hughes, for example, calls Jewel’s work ‘a 
masterpiece of the art’ of destructive propaganda.1  In contrast, Michael Pasquarello 
suggests that Jewel’s work was essentially constructive, saying that Jewel’s 
methodology was ‘sufficient to build consensus among the faithful to form a 
Protestant commonwealth’.2  An examination of Jewel that spans the reign of 
Elizabeth shows that the two are not mutually exclusive.  As champion of the 
Elizabethan church, Jewel had two distinct roles:  he wielded the sword of written 
and spoken polemic that aimed to eradicate the Roman religion from England, and 
he was a shield for others who aimed to defend the church.  
The adversarial mentality characteristic of the reforming community in 
Edwardian England survived the Marian exile, and was central to the Jewel-Harding 
controversy of the 1560s.  Jewel and the men of his textual community wrote and 
preached with the attitude that it was ‘us vs. them’ in a battle for right religion, and 
that only one side could be victorious.  During that decade, Jewel became a visible 
symbol of ‘us’ for both his fellow gospellers and his audience.  Although his work 
aimed to discredit errors such as ubiquitarianism as well as refute the claims of the 
Roman church, it was his resistance to Rome that his contemporaries took most to 
heart.  Rome was the Church of England’s greatest threat, and the danger of popery 
united the gospellers and many of their fellows into a solid opposition against it.   
This unity started to crumble in the early 1570s, as some of the church’s own 
members became a threat equivalent to that of Rome.  This internal enemy made it 
much more difficult to distinguish allies and adversaries.  At first, the differences 
between the members of the Church of England were not great, and Jewel remained 
a symbol of ‘us’ for both sides.  He steadily gained status as a theologian and 
apologist, as well as a historian of the early church and an expert on the royal 
supremacy.  His reputation provided additional legitimacy to the views of those who 
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could claim that their arguments fit into his.  However, as the years progressed, 
Jewel became an adversary to those who wanted to continue reforming the Church of 
England.  At that point, he all but vanished from their works of polemic, and instead 
became the property of the defenders of the established Church of England.   
Central to later works of polemic, as it had been for the Jewel-Harding 
controversy, was the definition of the national universal church.  Later defenders of 
the Church of England answered challenges to the structure and government of the 
church by expanding the definition established by Jewel and his fellow gospellers.  
Jewel’s reputation as a scholar and a godly man added legitimacy to their arguments, 
and his work enabled them to justify the uniquely English aspects of the Church that 
did not have continental parallels.  Thus, both the person and the work of Jewel 
shaped the direction of debate regarding the catholicity of the Church of England 
from the 1560s to the 1590s.  The purpose of this chapter is to study this 
development through an examination of the reception and significance of Jewel’s 
work during the reign of Elizabeth, both within his lifetime and after his death.   
It will show that as internal conflict over church government and the 
legitimacy of a national church intensified, the simple division of the 1560s 
polemical debates between true and false churches grew far more complex.  Ideas 
still developed through opposition, as they had during the Jewel-Harding 
controversy.  Polemical attacks forced later defenders of the Church of England to 
clarify their definitions and set boundaries around what they considered 
representative of their true church, just as similar attacks had motivated the 
gospellers of the 1560s.  However, there was a distinct shift in emphasis. While the 
gospellers had always accepted and promoted the idea of an invisible universal 
church, they had focused more on its universality than on its invisibility.  Later 
defenders of the Church of England had to recognize the difference not only between 
the true and false churches, but between the visible and invisible churches within 
each particular true church.     
Before we can examine this shift, it must be determined who these later 
defenders actually were, and this group is not as easy to define as were the groups 
discussed in the last chapter.  The men who supported Jewel in the controversy with 
Harding (such as James Calfhill, Thomas Cooper, Edward Dering, and Alexander 
Nowell) were all English divines of the 1560s, living in England, and writing in 
response to a specific challenge that lasted for a specific length of time. They also 
displayed enough similarity in beliefs to make the collective label of ‘gospellers’ 
182 
 
used in the previous chapter appropriate.  The defenders of the Church of England 
who came after these gospellers do not fit any of those criteria.   
These defenders included foreign reformers such as Peter Martyr and 
Heinrich Bullinger, covered a far longer period of time, and responded to a wide 
range of challenges – from a defence of the oath of supremacy by Robert Horne in 
1566 to Andrew Willet’s A Christian Letter (1599), written in response to Richard 
Hooker’s Laws of the Ecclesiastical Polity. Some of the divines who contributed to 
the Jewel-Harding controversy can be included in the ranks of these defenders; 
others, significantly, cannot.  Some truly believed in the settlement and the church as 
it had been defined in the 1560s; others were not entirely pleased, and hoped for 
further reform.   
The only common ground between these men is that they all accepted the 
structure and doctrine of the Church of England as it had been established in the 
1560s.  For that reason, theirs will be called the conformist side. ‘Conformist’ is a 
term mainly used by historians such as Michael Questier and Peter Holmes to 
distinguish the supporters of the Church of England from the Catholic recusants of 
the later Elizabethan years.
3
  However, it is also sometimes used instead of 
‘Anglican’, a term which has been shown to be inaccurate in a sixteenth-century 
setting.  Norman L. Jones and Ethan Shagan, for example, both use ‘conformists’ as 
an alternative:  Jones used the term ‘conforming Protestants’ to separate them from 
‘those who believed compromise with the devil was not permissible’ and eventually 
became the puritan and separatist groups within the national church.
4
  Shagan uses it 
to distinguish defenders of the Church of England from their challengers.
5
  Thus, it 
seems to be the most appropriate term available to define a group that was so wide 
and varied. 
Despite their different experience and beliefs, all the conformists found 
something in the established church that they could defend in good conscience, 
which formed the basis of  their common culture.  That culture revolved around a 
particular set of texts, which means that they can still be considered a textual 
community.  However, their textual community was slightly different from that of 
the gospellers: rather than developing a method of interpretation based on the 
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personal publications of their leader, their method of interpretation was inspired by 
the major defining texts of the Elizabethan church.  This meant that Jewel could 
retain his position as the community’s leader, because he had either written or helped 
to write most of those texts.  They included the Elizabethan prayer book, the 39 
Articles, the second Book of Homilies, and Jewel’s own Apology, which was the 
standard source for the doctrine of the Church of England throughout the reign of 
Elizabeth.  Also, the various texts he had written for his debate against Harding were 
in constant circulation, as were the printed texts of his Challenge Sermon. Jewel’s 
thinking also influenced Alexander Nowell’s widely used Catechism.  Nowell was 
one of the strongest supporters of Jewel’s work, and Jewel was on the committee that 
reviewed the catechism during the 1563 Convocation.
6
  It is arguable that Jewel, 
while not the only author who influenced the conformists, was certainly one of the 
most important.   
It is harder to define the conformists’ opposition as a textual community.  
The beliefs of these men were even more diverse:  they ranged from a simple desire 
for further reform of the national church to a rejection of the national church 
altogether.  Their only common ground is that their beliefs inspired them actively to 
oppose the Church of England.  In this chapter, they will be called the ‘puritans’.  
This choice was not made lightly:  ‘puritan’ is a hotly debated term and there is 
neither the time nor space to fully engage with the vast historiography of puritanism 
in this chapter.  As Patrick Collinson has noted, puritanism is in the eye of the 
beholder.
7
  It is that ambiguity that makes it necessary to clarify how the term will be 
applied in this context. 
The most useful definition comes from Peter Lake’s work Moderate Puritans 
and the Elizabethan Church.  In it, Lake expanded upon a common definition of 
puritans as ‘people who, with varying degrees of intensity, disliked the Elizabethan 
settlement’ by including those who wanted to separate from the Church of England 
altogether.  This inclusiveness meant that the common ground among puritans could 
be found in ‘an intense vision of the reality and mutuality of the community of the 
godly and of the way in which that community could and should be called together 
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through the word, particularly the word preached’.8  This definition is appropriate 
because it shows how the puritans were a distinct group despite their diversity, 
which reflects how the term was used in the Jewel-Harding controversy itself.   
The first printed appearance of the term ‘puritan’ was in a work by the 
Louvainist Thomas Stapleton, A Fortress of the Faith.  He used it to describe a 
dissenting group of men who existed within the Church of England and yet were not 
really part of it.  He cited the example of the vestarian controversy to show how 
those men stood out from other church leaders:  ‘if these men do acknowledge and 
believe that the queen’s majesty is supreme governor in all spiritual causes, why do 
they not obey her highness’ commandment in the…wearing of vestments in the 
church?’  Alternatively, ‘if they…believe it not, why teach they the people so, why 
have they taken the oath so?’.9  By questioning what he saw as hypocrisy, Stapleton 
defined the puritans by their methodology rather than their doctrine.   
This chapter takes a similar approach in its use of the term ‘puritan’.  It 
examines the puritans based on their shared system of interpretation, rather than their 
beliefs.  The puritans were a community, in the sense that they recognized each other 
as different from the conformists and had a common culture that focused on further 
reform of the Church of England.  The major characteristics of this culture, 
according to Christopher Durston and Jacqueline Eales, were ‘Bible study, sermon 
attendance and sermon-gadding, fasting and whole-day sabbatarianism’.  Eager 
participation ‘in a ceaseless round of such spiritual activities’ identified someone as a 
puritan.
10
  Notably, this was not a textual community.  It did not revolve around an 
individual leader or, despite the importance of Bible-reading, a particular set of texts.  
Puritans did produce texts to encourage the acceptance of their beliefs, which 
provide some of the sources for this chapter, but these works were the products of 
small groups within the community.  They were not necessarily representative of the 
group as a whole, and indeed they were occasionally resisted by other members of 
the community.   
Thus, it would be more appropriate to treat the puritans as an interpretive 
community rather than a textual community.  Stanley Fish coined this term, defining 
interpretive communities as groups ‘made up of those who share interpretation 
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strategies not for reading but for writing texts’.  To him, the authors of a work 
established the strategies for interpreting that text, but the readers also played an 
active role.
11
 This can be applied to sixteenth-century studies because, as William H. 
Sherman has noted, reading was neither a private nor a passive affair at this time. It 
was ‘a process not only of reception but of appropriation’, and this interaction 
between author, text and reader must be acknowledged.
12
  The historian Andrew 
Cambers studies this interaction in more detail in his Godly Reading, which 
examines the interweaving of reading and the puritan religious culture in the 
seventeenth century.  He notes the importance of similar source interpretations to the 
puritan religious culture, which did not necessarily reflect the intended 
interpretations of authors and printers.
13
 
Such divergent interpretive strategies complicated the debate over the 
national universal church.  This intensified the confusion and uncertainty of many 
English laypeople regarding religion. Both sides were aware of this, and seemed to 
follow Jewel’s example in aiming to convince the waverers and the weary through 
polemic. As Arnold Hunt points out, it is evident from the early days of the 
Challenge Sermon that Jewel’s strategy of allowing the audience to judge for 
themselves showed an awareness of the mixed nature of his audience.  Jewel, unlike 
John Foxe, did not preach exclusively to a Protestant audience, but aimed to 
persuade a far more comprehensive group.
14
 This group was made up of rich and 
poor, educated and uneducated, conformable and hostile.    
This concern for a mixed audience can also be seen in the work of both the 
conformists and their opponents.  One of the puritans, Laurence Chaderton, said in a 
1584 sermon that just as St Paul had spoken to all levels of society, so the message 
he himself provided was for everyone, ‘whether you be pastors or teachers, elders, 
deacons…fathers, children, masters, [or] servants’.15  Similarly, conformists Richard 
Bancroft and William Fulke addressed their work to the whole population:  Bancroft 
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specified that he spoke to both clergy and laity, and Fulke offered his work to anyone 
who might be deceived by false religion.
16
   
Both conformists and puritans used many of the same strategies for 
influencing this audience as did the gospellers and Louvainists before them; 
strategies which arose out of the humanist education in rhetoric that continued to be 
part of university education.  This included challenging their opponents, addressing 
the reader directly, and using emotional appeal.  Because the use of these strategies 
has already been discussed in previous chapters, these next sections will focus on 
their effectiveness instead, by examining their purpose and addressing the question 
of impact.  
 
Readers and Listeners 
The intention of this chapter is to study Jewel’s reception and significance.  
The first step, then, is to study the response which Jewel’s work evoked, keeping in 
mind the mixed audience mentioned above.  For the sake of clarity, this study will 
divide that audience into two parts:  the clerics and the laity.  There is very little 
scholarship on the response of these two groups to Jewel’s work; even historians of 
the book have not yet studied the texts of the Jewel-Harding controversy.  Arnold 
Hunt is one of the few who considers it.  He touches on reception when studying the 
controversy’s sermon support, but he does not study it in detail.17  Nor does 
Alexandra Walsham, who looks at the reception of Jewel’s Challenge Sermon 
mostly by referring to other participants in the controversy.  Her discussion of the 
wider circle of readers suggests that they were passive in the whole process; she says 
that they seemed to be ‘merely eavesdroppers on a private shouting match conducted 
with the aid of megaphones from opposite sides of the channel’.18  This chapter will 
challenge this image, in part by taking a fresh approach to the Jewel-Harding 
controversy. 
Many scholars look at Jewel’s work from a theological perspective, rather 
than a historical one.  They interpret Jewel’s championing of the church as purely 
academic, which leads to an assumption that Jewel’s influence was limited to the 
small group of divines who could appreciate the elegance of his apologetics.  While 
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is true that a major part of Jewel’s audience were clerics, such a perspective does not 
consider Jewel’s busy life as a tireless and energetic leader.  Jewel was an active 
champion, not a figurehead.  He was fully engaged in the defence of the church. 
Thus, Jewel’s popularity among the clergy did not mean that his influence ended 
there.  Rather, it began there.  The upcoming section will discuss how Jewel’s 
clerical audience provided multiple opportunities for his work to influence more 
people, because the divines’ use of his work in their sermons and publications took it 
further than he could have taken it alone.  Philip Hughes notes that the entire 
religious settlement was disseminated in such a way, being ‘introduced to the 
country through the agency of a very small handful of clerics’.19   
Such support was vital for Jewel’s success, partly because the laity was not 
an easy audience to convince.  This was not due to passivity on their part:  as Patrick 
McGrath phrased it, in Elizabeth’s England ‘there existed an increasingly educated 
and self-conscious laity very ready to criticize defects in its ministers and determined 
to keep the church in its proper place’.20 Ashley Null, in his recent study of the Book 
of Homilies, discusses differences between the Edwardian and Elizabethan audiences 
in more detail.  He suggests that the Edwardian book succeeded in making people 
question the Roman Church, while the Elizabethan book focused on convincing 
people of the legitimacy of the Protestant Church of England.  This task was made 
more difficult because of the Elizabethan emphasis on the value of individual 
conscience.
21
 Laymen felt more responsible for their own salvation, and thus 
responded critically to polemic instead of accepting particular points of view without 
question.  This pushed polemicists into further discussion and altered the self-
definition of the Church of England.    
The following two sections will use a variety of sources, including sermons, 
treatises, tracts, epitaphs, letters, poetry, and parliamentary speeches, to show the 
great influence that Jewel, his allies and his opponents had on the Elizabethan 
concept of the church.  They will both examine how far Jewel’s re-definition of the 
‘catholic’ church penetrated into English society, in a way that is similar to the 
approach of Alexandra Halasz in her book Marketplace of Print.  She studies the 
pamphlets of the sixteenth century as ‘a means of producing, disseminating, and 
mediating discourse independent of the sites and practices associated with and 
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sanctioned by university, crown and church’.22  This chapter will also examine 
discourses that took place beyond the confines of royally sanctioned publications, 
which have been the focus heretofore.  Although official responses to challenges to 
the church will be studied, such as those of John Whitgift and Thomas Cooper, so 
will such popular and unsanctioned works as the Marprelate tracts and the 
Admonition to Parliament.     
After the discussion of reception, two sections will study the significance of 
Jewel and his re-definition of the universal church.  Each will cover one time period, 
following the example of John Marshall’s study of Richard Hooker. Marshall also 
divides Elizabethan reform into two parts: an earlier, defensive period, led by its 
‘chief architects’ Jewel and John Whitgift; and a latter period, which Marshall sees 
as more constructive, led by Hooker, who ‘built the cathedral-like structure of 
Elizabethan theology’.23  Marshall’s focus, however, seems to gloss over the greater 
part of the 1580s and 1590s.  He also goes beyond the Elizabethan period, which this 
chapter will not, due to the difference in church leadership that emerged after the 
accession of James VI and I.  James had a different idea of the royal supremacy than 
Elizabeth had, and that resulted in a further re-definition of the universal church that 
is beyond the scope of a single chapter.  Thus, the dividing point for this chapter will 
be 1571, in order to fully explore the first years of the puritans, and the end point 
will be 1599, the year of Andrew Willet’s response to Richard Hooker.   
The first section, covering 1559-1571, will show Jewel and his fellow leaders 
of the Church of England in their role as the challengers to ecclesiastical authority.  
Elizabeth’s first decade found them facing charges of novelty and questions about 
whether or not they were a legitimate church, and they responded by making their 
enemies face the same charges and questions.  This had a twofold effect on many 
members of their audience.  First, a long-standing distrust of the papacy rapidly 
solidified.  As Peter Marshall and Alec Ryrie have argued, Catholic and Protestant 
identities divided into ‘clear, entrenched and mutually antagonistic camps’ in the 
1560s.
24
  This antagonism extended into the later years of Elizabeth’s reign, when 
both conformists and puritans identified with Protestantism in opposition to popery.  
Both sides looked back to the anti-Roman polemic of Jewel and Foxe and found 
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there common ground.
25
  Wherever else they might disagree, they were unified in 
their hatred of popery.  
Secondly, this hatred was often accompanied by the development of strong 
ties to the royal supremacy and the core doctrine of the English Church.  Many 
people accepted Jewel’s Apology and his defences of it as legitimate and 
authoritative representations of their beliefs.  As Philip Hughes notes, the Apology 
became ‘the pattern in all the party warfare for generations…the main source when 
men less learned [than Jewel] drew what argumentation or evidence they offered in 
disproof of the Catholic claims’.26 The points of debate during these years, such as 
the crucifix and vestarian controversies, need to be seen in this context.  Jewel 
provided a direction for the leaders of the church, and kept them focused on their 
main enemy, the Roman Church.  Although there were still several internal conflicts 
within the church and its leadership during this time period, they were of short 
duration and small scale.  This suggests that the majority of church leaders saw their 
external enemy as the greater problem.  
The second section begins in 1572 and ends in 1599.  During this time 
period, after the puritans’ renewed efforts to force further reform in the 1571 
Parliament, the leaders of the Church of England became the challenged 
ecclesiastical authority. Internal conflict between church members became as great a 
threat as external conflict, and the growing length and scope of polemic regarding 
the issues of church government and leadership reflect that change.  At this point, 
Jewel’s reputation became equally as authoritative as his works.  His arguments 
regarding the royal supremacy and the episcopacy were taken out of their original 
context, and his work was used to discredit various questionable sources by both 
puritans and conformists.  By the 1580s, however, the division between these two 
groups grew so wide that Jewel could not span the gap.  Puritans occasionally 
referred to Jewel in his role as a historian of the early church, but they no longer 
accepted his interpretation of church doctrine.  From that point, Jewel was used 
exclusively to defend the established church.  The conformists consistently set him 
up as an ally, even in circumstances that made it difficult to identify who was the 
adversary.  
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The Polarization of the Faith 
As has been seen in the last two chapters, both the Louvainists and the 
gospellers used various methods to engage their audiences.  We have also seen that 
they approached their audiences with very different points of view, which were 
influenced by how they defined the universal church.  The Louvainists looked at 
their audience as a group of people who needed to return to the institution of the 
universal church, and submit to its authority, in order to be saved.  John Rastell was 
typical of the Louvainists in that he emphasized uniformity, not unity, in his 
description of a true church.  Also, he determined that people were either within the 
church, and therefore holy, or outside of the church and unholy.
27
  This sort of 
polarized definition of the universal church parallels those of the French polemicists 
studied by Luc Racaut in Hatred in Print.  Racaut suggests that Catholic authors 
polarized the issues in an attempt to convince their audience to ‘stay in the bosom of 
the Roman …Church and close the dangerous debate initiated by the reformers’.28  
The English gospellers also employed this sort of polarization, but their poles 
were different.  They saw their audience as people who needed to join the 
congregation of the universal church, and become one with the body of Christ, in 
order to be saved.  For example, in Thomas Cooper’s 1562 contribution to the Jewel-
Harding controversy, he established scripture as the ultimate authority for the 
universal church and rejected the authority of the Roman Church, creating a clear 
division between ally and adversary.
29
  To Cooper, the name ‘Catholic Church’ did 
not a ‘catholic’ church make. Instead, the ‘catholic’ church was a ‘society of a 
company or multitude, which, by certain laws and covenants, are all partakers of one 
thing’.  Cooper claimed that ‘all Christian men have a certain society or conjunction, 
which consists in this, that they are all partakers of one salvation, and all members of 
one mystical body, the head whereof is Christ Jesus’.30  
Such polarization was maintained in later Elizabethan debates about the 
national universal church.  Both sides aimed to push their adversaries to an 
unbalanced and therefore immoderate position, even if it meant what Anthony 
Milton calls ‘the manipulation and assimilation of the opponent’s position into an 
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anti-type of either popery or puritanism’.31  The conformists mainly focused on 
defining the universal church in terms of church government and leadership, in 
opposition to the puritans’ attempt to reform further the structure of the church.  One 
definition that is representative of a conformist point of view came from William 
Fulke in 1579.   
The universal church is a spiritual collection, of many members 
into one body, whereof Christ is the only head, both in heaven 
and earth... The unity hereof is maintained by following the 
direction of his word, and his Holy Spirit. The order of particular 
churches is maintained by the several government of them. But 
their whole church, although it be like an army of men well set 
in array, yet can it have no one chief Captain in earth to direct it, 
but he that is omnipotent, and sitteth in heaven, not only to 
overlook it, but to rule and order it. For no mortal man can look 
into all places, know all cases, provide against all mischiefs, nor 
give aid in all dangers.
32
 
There are several aspects to this definition that show how the concept of the national 
universal church changed after the Jewel-Harding controversy.  It emphasizes the 
importance of unity in the universal church, an idea which became more and more 
important as the divisions between conformists and the puritans widened.  It shows 
more clearly a visible and invisible aspect of the church, through its distinction 
between the ‘spiritual collection’ and particular physical churches.  It also reaffirms 
the rejection of the papacy and any other single head of the universal church, but still 
allows particular ‘orders’ within the universal church to have their own government.  
This could suggest a leaning toward self-government for individual churches, 
especially when Fulke’s early years as a puritan are taken into consideration.  
However, by the 1570s, Fulke openly supported the legitimacy of national churches 
that were led by temporal leaders who could preserve good order.  He claimed that 
‘the union and communion of our church with other particular churches of God 
throughout the world is spiritual, made by the workings of the Holy Ghost’, and that 
the true English Church was ‘honoured and nourished by the kings whom she 
honours as supreme governors, heads, or rulers thereof’.33  This point of view 
parallels Jewel’s portrayal of the Church of England as both universal and national, 
but Fulke takes it further than Jewel did by making his claims more overt.  In 
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contrast to Jewel, Fulke did not attempt to let the audience draw their own 
conclusions, but simply stated what he saw as fact.     
While the original polemicists in the Jewel-Harding controversy discussed 
the universal church in order to contrast between false and true churches, later 
defenders such as Fulke discussed the universal church in order to justify the 
existence of a national church, and argue against its dissolution into independent 
godly communities. Richard Bancroft, in a sermon preached in 1588, stated that the 
challengers to the established church, the puritans, had departed from ‘the 
congregations of the faithful’ that made up the Church of England because they 
considered those congregations ungodly.  In that, they were in error.  The Church of 
England had maintained the faith of Christ, formed correct doctrine and established 
the right uses of the sacrament. That made the Church of England ‘the mother of the 
faithful, the house of God, the Ark of Noah, the pillar of truth, and the spouse of 
Christ’.34 
Similarly, John Bridges wrote in defence of the government of the Church of 
England in 1587, hoping to end dissention and inspire ‘unfeigned love and 
reverence’ for God’s church. Bridges attacked several of the puritans’ arguments, but 
the central one was that of the authority of the church.  He insisted that the Church of 
England was a part of the church universal, a true particular church, and derived its 
authority from that.  In contrast, those who dissented from the Church of England 
were ‘neither the church universal, nor the whole state of the particular Church of 
England, but private members in the Church of England’.  Thus, even though there 
might be enough of them to make up a few congregations, ‘yet are they not of 
sufficient authority…to collect themselves, or have any authority of making any 
assemblings’.35 
One way that many conformists gave authority to their definition of the 
‘catholic’ church was through their interpretation of the Creed.  In response to 
Romanist claims that the Creed demands belief in the Catholic Church, they 
emphasized the importance of individual faith for true catholicity.  Thomas Cooper, 
Robert Horne and William Fulke all argued that the phrase ‘we believe in the one 
holy, catholic and apostolic church’ must be considered in light of the phrase that 
follows:  ‘the communion of saints’.  Fulke argued that the Catholic Church was just 
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catholic in the sense of being everywhere, whereas the ‘catholic’ church of the Creed 
was ‘not only of unity but of universality…catholic in all the parts of it being knit in 
one’.36  Horne went so far as to say that the phrase ‘the communion of saints’ was 
put there specifically to clarify what was meant by ‘catholic’.37  This picks up the 
argument of Peter Martyr first discussed in chapter two:  Martyr included the 
‘communion of saints’ in the definition of the true universal church because of the 
importance of the gathering of people to the right use of the Eucharist.  Jewel also 
connected the universal church to the communion of saints, and he showed similar 
respect for the Creed.  He actually went so far as to structure part of his Apology like 
the Creed, with the same rhythm and the same pattern of declarations.
38
  In his 
Defence, Jewel argued that the relevance of the Creed to the Church of England was 
further evidence of its legitimacy and catholicity.
39
 
In contrast, the puritans did not often use the term ‘universal church’, unless 
in connection with the papal supremacy.  They also divided the visible and invisible 
church differently than did the conformists.  This can be most clearly seen in 
Thomas Cartwright’s arguments against John Whitgift during the Admonition 
controversy.  Whitgift said that someone who is a member of the invisible church 
could be a minister of the visible, and Cartwright disagreed because the members of 
the church triumphant could not be members of the church militant.  The church 
triumphant was the invisible church, and the ‘true members of the visible church’ 
made one mystical body of Christ with them.
40
   This left very little room for a 
legitimate national church that could be considered part of the invisible universal 
church.  Cartwright only allowed for a visible church that was made up of people 
who had been called to be members of the invisible church.
41
  He did not 
acknowledge any possibility of welcoming all people into the visible church, which 
was something that Richard Hooker would later promote.   
These opposing definitions of the universal church affected how all of these 
polemicists addressed their audience.  As their predecessors had, they all referred to 
their readers directly, asking questions and appealing to both their emotions and their 
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good judgement. Heidi Brayman-Hackel suggests that this was an attempt to 
construct the ideal reader:  authors hoped to develop a sympathetic audience by 
treating them like intelligent and objective people who possessed the positive traits 
of discernment, humility, honesty and a sense of honour.
42
 Jesse Lander, in contrast, 
considers it just part of the public nature of polemic.  ‘A private polemic would be 
oxymoronic…[so there is] an orientation toward an indeterminate body of readers… 
a vast and potentially distant readership.’43  The polemicists’ true motivation may lie 
somewhere in the middle of these two explanations.   
We have seen that some very specific expectations for the audience lay 
underneath the ambiguity of the ‘dear reader’ device.  These writers knew whom 
they wanted to convince.  Lander denies that polemic aimed to convert ‘the object of 
attack’, stating that the goal was only ‘to  convince a wider audience that the case is 
so’.44  Peter Matheson, however, suggests that polemic had to have a dual purpose in 
order to be effective, so it was ‘directed not only at corrupt institutions and 
threadbare belief systems but at those who personified them, or even profited from 
them’.45 Of the two, Matheson’s analysis better suits the debates over the 
universality of the Church of England.  The re-definition of the term ‘catholic’ 
involved challenging and defending not only visible ecclesiastical institutions but 
also the men who represented them. Thus, this polemic did indeed have a dual 
purpose, one which was thoroughly interwoven with the polemicists’ attitude toward 
the nature of the invisible universal church.  With that in mind, the next sections will 
examine how the audience that the polemicists expected to reach reacted to this 
polemic.   
 
Response of the Divines 
In Conversion, Politics and Religion in England, Michael Questier focuses 
on the means of conversion and the effectiveness of polemic after the Jewel-Harding 
controversy ended.  Questier recognizes that the ‘theological definition of the 
church’ became the most important question to be answered for polemicists, 
especially after the mid-1570s.  They agreed that the true church was ‘one, holy, 
catholic and apostolic’, but they did not agree about how their church best 
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represented that definition.  Thus, they had to determine ways to fit their own idea of 
the church into those criteria and so guide ‘the undecided man towards a particular 
expression of the true church on earth’.46   
How successful they were is difficult to determine.  There has been no 
comprehensive study of the sixteenth-century reception of Elizabethan polemic, 
especially in relation to Elizabethan concepts of the true universal church.  What is 
needed is a study similar to that of Peter Burke in his The Fortunes of the Courtier.  
In this book, Burke examines the influence Castiglione’s Courtier had upon the 
wider culture of Europe.  He approaches this examination through the point of view 
of textual communities, and determines that ‘it is necessary to study the ways in 
which the recipients interpreted what they saw, heard or read’ in order to see to what 
use readers put Castiglione’s book.  Their perceptions and expectations were very 
much a part of how the book was received and what influence it had.
47
 
A similar examination for the Jewel-Harding controversy would help 
determine who accepted the re-definition of the universal church and how they 
applied it to the newly established Church of England, which would help explain the 
progress of reform after the Elizabethan settlement.  This chapter begins such a 
study, by approaching the topic from the point of view of the communities, the texts 
they produced, and their reaction to them.  It examines the purchase of the 
controversy texts and the use of Jewel in clerical publications and sermons.  First, 
however, it studies the marginalia of extant works of the Jewel-Harding controversy, 
because marginalia can be an excellent indicator of reader reaction.   
Of the 163 extant copies of the works of the controversy, I examined 
approximately half of them.  Initial research into the marginalia showed that the 
majority of these books have been re-bound sometime after the sixteenth century.  
This meant that many of the notes written in sixteenth-century secretary hand have 
been cut off or mangled, making it difficult to examine the writers’ thoughts in any 
great detail.  Of the surviving notes, most were biographical, regarding figures 
named in the work, or cross-references, which put the work in context with others.  
On one copy of Dering’s A Sparing Restraint, for example, the reader wrote ‘vid M 
Hooker’ next to a passage that claimed that the Church of England service is good 
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and godly.
48
  Also common were organizational marks used to help make particular 
passages easier to find, such as chapter headings or a makeshift index.  One reader 
seemed to be trying to keep track of the various works of the controversy, and had a 
numbering system for them:  on the title page of a 1568 copy of A Sparing Restraint 
was written ‘this answer is to the book 34.9’.49  Such cross-referencing and 
organizational notes show that these books were read actively, that the readers 
evaluated and internalized what they read, and that they tried to study them in order. 
It is not possible to know whether these notes were taken by clerics or 
laypeople.  Many of the works came from bishops’ libraries, however, and a lot of 
the notes seem to be concerned about the authority of priests.  This suggests that at 
least some of the readers were clerics, which is why they are discussed in this section 
rather than the next.  They are particularly relevant because they show which aspects 
of the debate most concerned the readers.  Consistently, the sections which were 
most heavily annotated were the anti-papal passages and arguments about the real 
presence.  This suggests concern about the core claims of the Churches of England 
and Rome, and an active attempt to evaluate their views.   
One of the most detailed examples can be found in a 1564 copy of An Answer 
to Master Jewel’s Challenge, by Thomas Harding.  There were no overt statements 
that the notetaker was a member of the clergy, but the possibility is strong that he 
was, based on his knowledge of divinity and his grasp of Latin.
50
  This is further 
supported by the detail with which he annotated sections about the role of clergy, 
especially in regards to the sacrament.  He seemed to feel actively, almost 
personally, connected to the debate:  he underlined a passage by Harding that 
disagreed with Jewel’s article rejecting the mass as a sacrifice, and wrote next to it:  
‘I fear you will be blamed for so saying’.   
The communion, and specifically the real presence, was one of the topics on 
which this notetaker spent a considerable amount of time and ink – not to mention 
humour.  Next to a passage supporting communion in one kind, he wrote ‘that makes 
a dry feast!’, suggesting that he found the idea somewhat ridiculous.51  He also cross-
referenced Harding’s claims about the real presence with other Romanist sources, 
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making note that Harding’s words were very similar to those of ‘his master’.  Who 
this master was is uncertain.  However, another note mentioned Wykeham, the 
founder of New College, as a common source between Harding and his ‘master’, so 
the notetaker could have been referring to other members of Harding’s college at 
Oxford.   
He could also have been referring to Harding’s sources.  In another passage 
about the mass, the notetaker suggests that Harding might be forgiven for his errors, 
since he was basing them on the writings of the scholastical doctors.  Evidently the 
notetaker considered corrupted sources an excuse for corrupted ideas, but only to a 
certain extent.  It was still not acceptable to perpetuate such corruption, as could be 
seen when the notetaker rejected Harding’s interpretation of the mass’s role in 
salvation. He based his rejection on his own studies of the scholastical doctors, 
because he could not find where they had written anything that agreed with Harding 
on this point.
 52
   
It must be said that many of the books were free from marginalia, which at 
first seemed to indicate that they had never been put to extensive use.  There is 
another possibility, however: that notes were placed in commonplace notebooks 
instead of in the margins.  William H. Sherman, in his work on the notation styles of 
Renaissance readers, suggests that by the end of the sixteenth century it had become 
common for students to take notes in bound or looseleaf notebooks.
53
  These were 
often maintained as private documents, but the example of one such book that was 
published in 1581 suggests great possibilities for further study:  John Merbecke’s A 
Book of Notes and Commonplaces. 
Merbecke, who was an organist and a chaplain, published his commonplace 
book with the intention of helping others understand the Bible.  He addressed a wide 
variety of questions about the Christian faith, and frequently recorded not only an 
answer but common objections to his answer.  Then he responded to those objections 
using both Biblical and contemporary sources.  Jewel’s work appeared regularly, 
answering such questions as whether the priest had the authority to absolve sins, 
what it meant to eat the body of Christ, and what made a martyr.  It is evident that 
Merbecke read widely in Jewel’s works, and based his own faith on the core beliefs 
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reflected in Jewel.  This suggests that he both received and internalized Jewel’s 
message.
54
   
From this (necessarily limited) study of marginalia, it is evident that Jewel 
was honoured as an authority on the church.  Readers accepted his scholarship of the 
primitive apostolic church and his claim that the Church of England was the inheritor 
of that church.  Further proof of his authority in religious matters can be found 
through an examination of some of the private libraries of the 1560s and 1570s, 
particularly the inventories of scholars at Oxford and Cambridge.  In the mid-1570s, 
many young men at the universities died due to an epidemic, and their private 
libraries were itemized after their deaths.  The records of these libraries show, first, 
that students of this time period had the opportunity and inclination to purchase far 
more books than their predecessors, since many of these young men had hundreds of 
books.  Second, they show that owning Jewel’s works was popular with the divinity 
students. 
The most popular work for divinity students to have was the Apology, closely 
followed by the Reply.  Several students had an assortment of Jewel’s works, and a 
few of them also had copies of other works from the controversy.  Notably, the most 
common were James Calfhill’s work against Martial’s The Treatise of the Cross, and 
Nowell’s Reproof against Thomas Dorman.55  These two divines were constantly 
preaching at Paul’s Cross:  Calfhill had prefaced his work against Martial with a 
sermon that was, if not famous, at least notorious, and Nowell was well-known for 
his disastrous sermon before the queen which was mentioned in the previous chapter.  
That it was Nowell and Calfhill’s books that could be found most often in these 
libraries suggests a connection between the verbal aspects of the controversy and its 
written counterparts.  Perhaps those books were purchased after the students had 
listened to Calfhill or Nowell preach, or because they had heard about two men’s 
sermons.   
Two examples show that divinity students not only purchased Jewel’s books, 
but read them.  In 1578, the divinity student William Watkinson published a 
translation of the work of the German humanist theologian Johan Rivius.  In his 
dedication, he rejected the Roman church’s claim to be catholic, and claimed that 
‘we will never believe Antichrist, nor run to Rome…to inquire after our faith’, 
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because England had been brought out of such darkness by such great captains of the 
faith as John Jewel.
56
  In 1592, the religious writer and clergyman Adam Hill was 
engaged in an argument with the exiled Scots presbyterian Alexander Hume, which 
centred around Christ’s descent into hell.  Hill justified his position by referring to 
his early years as a divinity student: ‘indeed I was brought up under Bishop Jewel, 
who catechised me in this faith, and therefore I will not easily or rashly depart from 
it’.57  This suggests that Jewel’s influence with the younger generation of clerics may 
have been equally as intense as his influence with his fellow church leaders.  This 
would explain, at least in part, why his works continued to be part of ecclesiastical 
culture so long after his death. 
Marginalia and library inventories show how clerical readers absorbed and 
interpreted the works of the Jewel-Harding controversy.  Published works show how 
they then attempted to convince others of the truth of their interpretations, which 
aligned with either the defenders of the Church of England or its challengers.  In 
1566, Robert Horne published An Answer Made by Robert Bishop of Winchester, in 
response to a book that Abbot John Feckenham wrote to justify his own refusal to 
swear the oath of supremacy. Horne defended the royal supremacy and the 
legitimacy of the oath, using all of his evidence to prove that Feckenham was in error 
and seditious.  Although Horne never quoted Jewel or the other works of the 
gospellers as supportive evidence, it is clear nevertheless that Horne considered 
Jewel an authority on this issue.  At the end of the work, Horne referred to a meal at 
his home with Feckenham that took place in 1565, where Feckenham ‘railed’ against 
Jewel and declared that he was unlearned and could not win against Harding.  That 
outburst was the final straw for Horne:  he put Feckenham under house restraint until 
he could be transferred to the Tower, taking Feckenham’s rejection of Jewel as final 
damning proof that Feckenham was sunk deep in error and planned to subvert the 
power of the queen’s majesty.58 
A further example can be provided by a mysterious publication of 1567.  In 
that year, J. Sutton published A New Revenge for an Old Grudge, a single battered 
copy of which is available in the Lambeth Palace Library.  J. Sutton’s identity is not 
entirely clear, but he may have been the John Sutton who was listed as a rector of 
Oddington, Gloucestershire from 1561 to 1566.  Sutton’s work was sponsored by 
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Frances Coldocke, who also sponsored the printing of some commentaries and 
histories in the 1570s.  It was printed by Henry Wykes, who also printed Jewel’s 
Defence and Reply, suggesting that Coldocke (or possibly Sutton himself) had some 
small influence with London printers. 
The New Revenge for an Old Grudge is a vehement diatribe against Thomas 
Harding.  Sutton was disgusted not only by Harding’s works but by Harding’s 
recantation at the accession of Mary, because it meant that he had forgotten that he 
once wore Christ’s badge and was ‘clad in the glittering garment of the glorious 
gospel’.  Mention of Jewel’s recantation is conspicuous by its absence.  Instead, 
Sutton praised Jewel as a champion appointed by the Lord of Hosts to defend his 
church and ‘revenge the great blasphemy of this arrogant papist, [Harding]’.  
Significantly, Sutton pointed out that by defending the Roman Church, Harding was 
no longer a member of the apostolic church.
59
  This suggests that Sutton had 
accepted Jewel’s portrayal of the reformed English Church, to which Harding had 
once belonged, as the inheritor of the primitive church. 
Other publications, such as sermons, show that Jewel himself became a 
symbol of a correct interpretation of the legitimacy of the church.  In one such 
sermon from 1563, Bishop James Pilkington used Jewel to support his argument that 
the traditions of the Roman Church, especially the use of relics, had no foundation in 
the Christian faith.  He referred first to the correspondence between Jewel and Dr 
Cole, where Jewel ‘that learned father lays to their charge…that they have neither 
scripture, ancient writer, doctor nor general council to defend their doings’.  Then he 
provided examples from ‘good Cranmer’ and other learned bishops as further 
proof.
60
  This placed Jewel on par with earlier reformers and fathers of the Church of 
England, and showed that his authority as a learned divine had been accepted by his 
fellow clerics.  It also suggests that Pilkington expected his audience to accept 
Jewel’s authority as well.  The next section will examine whether this was a 
reasonable expectation.   
 
Response of the Laity 
As we have seen, Jewel’s Challenge Sermon caused a commotion.  However, 
the credit for that cannot be given entirely to Jewel.  As John Craig points out, the 
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preacher and the laity were equally involved in the success of a sermon.
61
 Jewel 
himself was aware of this: he once commented that:  ‘either the people judge too 
much of the preachers of God’s word, or else they judge too little…sometimes they 
credit them too much, sometime they believe them nothing at all.  So are the people 
always inconstant; so are they moved on either side’.62 Arnold Hunt argues that this 
was not a complaint on Jewel’s part but a comment on the ‘complex and 
unpredictable nature of popular allegiance’. It showed Jewel’s awareness of his lay 
audience, which inspired his strategy of persuasion that presented both opposing 
arguments, ‘inviting his audience to choose between them’.63  
Evidently, the audience engaged with this choice, since they met the resulting 
controversy with enthusiasm.  It became common among Elizabethan preachers to 
expect their audience to be aware of the works of this controversy, and not only the 
gospellers’ part.  As Hunt has noted, preachers also ‘took it for granted that many 
members of their audience would be familiar with the latest Catholic publications’.64  
Considering the complexity of these publications, it is certainly a sign of the 
controversy’s popularity that the clergy felt that they could make such an 
assumption.  A.C. Southern calls that popularity nothing short of remarkable, 
especially since the custom of printing all of the opponent’s book with the response 
to it resulted in massive tomes that would have been expensive and cumbersome.
65
 
Nonetheless, the works were printed, and on a large scale.  Cardinal William Allen 
once guessed that 20, 000 copies of the Louvainists’ works were smuggled into 
England.
 66
  That seems like a reasonable number, considering how many different 
works were published by the Louvainists and the size of the average print run, and 
yet it still only represented one half of the controversy.  
Religious works made up approximately half of a printer’s trade in 
Elizabethan England, illustrating their significance in sixteenth-century literary 
culture.
67
  It also supports the argument for the popularity of  the works of the Jewel-
Harding controversy, because with a plethora of religious works available for 
publication, the Jewel-Harding works continued to be printed.  As Jesse Lander 
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notes, printers had to be able to anticipate the market in order to stay in business; 
even a limited print run required an investment of capital, which would have been 
made cautiously.
68
  The Jewel-Harding controversy was the first of its kind to 
receive this investment of capital, but it was not the last.  Patrick Collinson notes that  
the later Elizabethan presses saw an entire generation of controversies being 
published, both those between Catholics and Protestants and those amongst the 
Protestants themselves.
69
   
Jewel’s works were given further significance when the Defence of the 
Apology became one of the four religious works ordered to be placed in parish 
churches so that they would be available for everyone, including the laity.  These 
‘four chained books’ were studied by Henry Cowell in a work published in 1938 to 
celebrate the four hundredth anniversary of the Great Bible.  Cowell claimed that the 
significance of the Defence being placed in the churches is that it was a justification 
of the form of English religion. It answered the Roman charges that the English were 
heretics and schismatics and that they had separated from the faith, which was 
influential in ‘settling the Protestantism of England’.70  Similarly, Alexandra 
Walsham sees this placement as proof that Jewel’s work was treated as the ‘bulwark 
of the legitimacy of the established church’, and an effective defence against Roman 
detractors.
71
  
This may have been the motivation behind the placement of the Defence, but 
further study is needed on the question of whether or not the Defence was actually 
purchased by parishes, and whether or not the Defence was the only copy of Jewel’s 
works found in parish churches at this time.  John Craig found that there was a copy 
of the Apology and the Defence in Mildenhall parish by 1578, and Robert Whiting 
reports a copy of the Apology in the Devon parish of Alphington by 1567.
72
  
However, an examination of approximately forty printed churchwardens’ accounts 
does not record any specific purchases of Jewel’s works between 1560 and 1599.  At 
least sixteen of these accounts did not cover those years, and the rest of them proved 
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very vague in their descriptions.  Parishes did frequently record the purchase of ‘a 
book’ or ‘two books’ for the church, which were listed separately from any purchase 
of service books or sermon collections.  The titles are rarely included, but there are 
occasional hints that the books may have been Jewel’s when the accounts point out 
that the books were ones that they were required to buy.
73
  St Mary’s Cambridge, for 
example, recorded that the church purchased ‘the bishop’s book’ in 1572, the year 
that Jewel’s Defence was supposed to be purchased by parishes.  However, the 
account does not specify which bishop or what book.
74
   
One book is frequently recorded as being purchased by parishes very soon 
after it was published:  the 1563 Book of Homilies.  Whether or not they had access 
to Jewel’s polemical works, the laity of the parishes could have become familiar with 
Jewel as a religious authority through the Homilies, since he was the general editor 
and a contributing author.  As John P.D. Cooper argues, the Homilies were a central 
feature of English parish religion, used as royal propaganda that ‘was directed at a 
mass audience’.75  It is not clear whether or not people would have been aware of 
Jewel’s authorship, but the involvement of Jewel in the Book of Homilies suggests 
that there is further progress to make in this area of inquiry.   
It is not as easy to track the laity’s response to Jewel through published 
works as it is to track the response of the divines, since there are far fewer sources.  
However, what sources there are can provide considerable insight into how the laity 
interpreted Jewel and attempted to convert others to those interpretations.  As with 
the clergy, Jewel was generally perceived as victorious, and his victory was the 
inspiration for laypeople’s participation in the campaign against both papist and 
puritan enemies of the church.  The poet Richard Robinson, who worked for the Earl 
of Shrewsbury during the years that the earl acted as guardian for Mary Queen of 
Scots, published a poem in 1574 as a contribution to the anti-Catholic polemic of the 
day.  That poem described various events that Robinson felt were proof that the 
Roman church would one day be defeated, and one of them was the Jewel-Harding 
controversy. 
A Jewel of Christ Jesus gave Harding the blows,   
Confuting his fables in spite of his teeth,  
He feeds the poor flock with Christian belief.  
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Squenched is the confidence I say of our Harding,  
There’s none young nor old that esteems him a farthing.76 
 
Robinson’s poetical skill is not particularly impressive, but his estimation of 
Jewel is clear.  He suggested that Harding had lost all credibility, and that Jewel’s 
works had effectively converted ‘the poor flock’.  Not all of the laity were so 
confident that the battle was already won, however.  In 1570, William How 
published a document ‘for Dionis Emilie’.  How was a publisher of small works, 
usually on behalf of individuals rather than for the crown or the church.  He did 
mostly ballad-sheets and interludes, with some cookery books and one translation of 
Beza, again published for an individual.  Dionis Emilie, or Dennis Emsley as he is 
most often called, seems to have been a man who published his will, to make sure 
that his intentions for his money were followed.   
There is very little information about Emsley:  he does not have a entry in the 
Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, and he did not author any other 
documents in the sixteenth century.  He was mentioned in Lawrence Ryan’s 1953 
article regarding the controversy between the reformer Walter Haddon and the 
Portuguese priest Jerome Osorius, but Ryan did not discuss Emsley’s identity.  He 
did refer to the document as Emsley’s book, not his will, which suggests that the 
structure of the work was for rhetorical purposes, and it was not representative of an 
actual will.  Aside from that reference, Ryan’s only comment about Emsley is that 
Emsley’s effort contributed little to the Haddon-Osorius controversy.77  
Fortunately, for our present purposes Emsley’s effort contributes rather more, 
due to Emsley’s motivation for writing.  He stated that he planned to give a large 
portion of his money toward the cause of educating people in the faith of the Church 
of England.  This decision was inspired by the Jewel-Harding debate:  Emsley 
wanted to educate people so that he could prove false what Harding had said about 
the neglected moral and religious life of the English.  He showed himself an 
advocate of Jewel by connecting the church with the commonwealth and the royal 
supremacy, claiming that the Roman Church brought in novelties, not the Church of 
England, and referring to the members of the English Church as Protestants.
78
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Emsley was passionately supportive of Jewel’s point of view, and accepted Jewel’s 
authority as a defender of the Church of England. 
The greatest example of the influence of the Jewel-Harding controversy over 
the laypeople occurred during the one major Romanist reaction of Elizabeth’s reign, 
the Northern Rebellion.  This rebellion was led by the earls of Northumberland and 
Westmorland, who were motivated to do so by many factors. Krista Kesselring notes 
that ‘economic grievances and a sense of diminishing power cannot be separated 
from their commitment to Catholicism…for Northumberland and his fellows, attacks 
on the old faith and the old ways were part and parcel of the same problem’.79  
Essentially, their religious motivation was as important as any other, and the events 
of the rebellion must be considered in that light.   
The rebellion began on November 14, 1569, when the earls of 
Northumberland and Westmorland took over Durham Cathedral.  They destroyed the 
communion table, set up an altar and celebrated mass, and were reconciled to Rome 
when the priest William Holmes pronounced a forma absolutionis in Latin to the 
congregation, in the name of Christ and the pope.
80
 All the Protestant books that the 
rebels considered representative of the religion they had rejected were burned, which 
included Jewel’s Apology and the second Book of Homilies.81  The crown responded 
to this uprising quickly, and after peace had been restored Northumberland confessed 
that the works of Thomas Harding and the other Louvainists influenced his decision 
to rebel.
82
  They had helped him to see that the Protestants ‘misconstrue the word of 
God, and abuse and falsify the ancient writers’.83  This suggests that the controversy 
was indeed persuasive, and influenced people from several levels of the social 
hierarchy.   
Jewel’s role in the official response to the Northern Rebellion was, once 
again, that of champion. By that time, his Apology, Reply, and Defence had become 
central to the definition of the national universal church, which may well be why 
Jewel was chosen to preach the sermon at the celebrations when the Northern 
Rebellion was put down.  He chose for his text Joshua 6, which describes the fall of 
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Jericho.  William Haller claimed that the choice of this text shows that Jewel was the 
master of ‘bringing biblical legend to bear upon the spiritual exigencies of national 
life’.84  This is a similar argument to that of Rosemary O’Day, who suggests that this 
choice of text provided fodder for the portrayal of the Church of England as the 
church of God’s chosen people.  After this sermon, ‘there was no doubt that God was 
English, or that Elizabeth was identified with the cause of Protestantism in Protestant 
minds’.85 Such an identification also strongly contrasted their national universal 
church with the Roman Church, further encouraging a sense of unity amongst 
members of the English Church. 
 Jewel used the text to parallel the people of England with the brave band of 
Israelites who conquered an enemy, and promoted ‘comeliness and good order’ in 
England by discussing what the Israelites took out of Jericho and their methods of 
retrieval.  He also acknowledged that people were uncertain as to which religion was 
the right one, and reassured them by returning once again to the theme of the true 
church.  They could know which was the true church of Christ through reading the 
scriptures and seeing how the Church of England conformed to the primitive church, 
and they could be grateful that God had sent them ‘his handmaid’ to guide them.86  
Jewel’s use of this term was significant: he referred to Elizabeth using a image that 
she often presented, and did so in a way that showed that he assumed his audience 
would understand the analogy. 
In this sermon, Jewel presented himself as a messenger for God, just as he 
had during the Challenge Sermon ten years before.  He also spoke without recourse 
to complicated patristic sources or the opposing views of reformers.  This shows that 
he was aware of his audience and deliberately seeking to connect to them, and the 
response to this and his other sermons seem to have been positive.  John Garbrande, 
who was one of Jewel’s protégés at Oxford before he became a prebend of Salisbury 
cathedral, later recorded that this sermon, as well as several others, was heard ‘in 
good attention’, and that Jewel’s listeners accepted that he spoke ‘uprightly and with 
good zeal…like a wise builder of the house of God’.87   
Soon after the rebellion, Pope Pius V issued the bull Regnans in Excelsis, 
which excommunicated Elizabeth and released English Catholics from obedience to 
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her.  This resonated on several levels in Elizabethan society, not the least of which 
was in the definition of the national universal church.  Grindal, Cox and Jewel were 
asked to respond in print, which shows how these men had become authorities of the 
faith in their country.  Interestingly enough, they suggested that a more famous 
reformer, with the weight of the continental reformation behind him, might be the 
wiser choice.  This emphasizes their connection to the continental Protestants and 
shows how they felt about the catholicity of the Church of England.  It also shows 
that they acknowledged how great an effect this papal bull might have on the laity.  
Thus, although Jewel did preach against the bull, Heinrich Bullinger was given the 
task of responding in print.  His translated work was published in England in 1572.   
Bullinger has been overlooked in many studies of the influence of continental 
reformers on the English Reformation.  Cornelius Venema, in his examination of 
Bullinger’s work on predestination, does not mention his connection to the English 
Church at all. Bruce Gordon and Emidio Campi’s study of Bullinger as an ‘architect 
of reformation’ is also surprisingly silent on this issue.  Perhaps most surprisingly, 
Mark Taplin has little to say, even though he discusses the importance of catholicity 
to Bullinger, and how Bullinger used the catholicity of the Reformed faith to 
distance the Zurich church from the taint of Anabaptism.
88
  Eleanor Rosenberg is one 
of the few who sees the significance in the request for Bullinger to answer the papal 
bull.  She suggests that Bullinger ‘intended to persuade readers that the reformed 
faiths were united in support of Elizabeth and against Roman Catholicism, and at the 
same time to draw English Protestants closer to the churches of Switzerland’. 89   
As Rosenberg notes, it is in the dedication that the significance of this event 
is revealed.  Bullinger emphasized the connection between the Church of England 
and the continental reformers, claiming that former Marian exiles like Cox, Grindal 
and Jewel ‘maintain, preserve, yea and by daily increasing, more and more advance 
the friendship and brotherhood long ago begun between us’.  He also sent greetings 
to all the former exiles, and offered the support of his colleagues:  ‘all the ministers 
and brethren that be here, wish all prosperity to you all, in our Lord Jesus Christ. The 
Lord Jesus bless the ministry of your good lordships, and preserve you from all 
evil’.90  This expression of solidarity was very important for the defenders of the 
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national universal church.  It contrasted their unity with the uniformity of the Roman 
Church, and provided additional proof of the Church of England’s inclusion in the 
universal church.  Its timing was also important:  by the time the work was translated 
into English, the puritans had begun a new assault on the structure of the Church of 
England.  As the next sections will show, support for the church’s catholicity was 
badly needed.  
 
Internal Conflicts 1559-1571 
The evidence thus far shows that both clerics and laypeople received and 
internalized the message of the Jewel-Harding controversy.  This next section will 
begin to discuss the significance of the controversy, especially in connection to the 
definition of the national universal church.  It shows that this definition was at first 
quite tentative, because during the 1560s the gospellers of the Jewel-Harding 
controversy were defending a church that they were still in the process of defining.  
They were the challengers of a larger authority in the form of the Roman Church, 
and as part of their challenge to papal authority they supported the authority of the 
monarch as the Supreme Governor of the Church of England.  Their adversarial 
mentality marked out quite clearly the lines between ‘us’ and ‘them’ regarding this 
issue, with the Roman Church set firmly opposite.  However, almost immediately 
after this was established, internal conflicts arose that forced them to define this 
concept further, and Jewel’s expertise on the nature of the primitive church and its 
leadership came into play. 
This can be seen first during the crucifix controversy of 1560.  Much of this 
controversy is now shrouded in mystery, since there are several large gaps in the 
records, but the basic debate was whether or not the supreme governor of the church 
could retain a crucifix in her own chapel, and yet have them removed from all the 
churches in the kingdom.  This debate has already been discussed to some extent in 
previous chapters, because it inspired part of the exchange between John Martial and 
James Calfhill.  However, a different aspect of this controversy is important in this 
section: the beginnings of division amongst the leaders of the church.  Elizabeth 
clashed with her bishops over the issue, and for several months it seemed possible 
that this ‘ill-omened silver cross’, as Jewel called it, would result in episcopal 
resignations or dismissals.  He was astonished at the levels of dissent displayed, 
209 
 
suggesting in a letter to Peter Martyr that some of the bishops were taking things too 
far.
91
  
In  February 1560, the bishops participated in a disputation over the issue, 
with Jewel and Edmund Grindal arguing for the removal of the crucifix against 
Matthew Parker and Richard Cox.  Less than a month later, the conflict was over and 
the bishops were once again focused on the fight with the papal church.  Despite the 
passion that so surprised Jewel, and the worried letters several divines sent 
requesting advice from foreign reformers such as Martyr and Gwalter, the dissent 
was brought under control with relative ease and quickness.  Jewel seemed content 
with the result, writing calmly in a letter to Martyr soon after the controversy that 
‘religion is now somewhat more established than it has been’.92   
To argue against the queen’s right to retain the crucifix could have resulted in 
a total loss of her favour for Jewel, but in fact it had the opposite effect.  He was 
asked to preach his Challenge Sermon at court less than a month after the disputation 
ended, and soon after that that he was commissioned to write the Apology. It seems 
that Jewel had proven himself a learned divine who could be relied upon to safely 
represent the Church of England against any adversary.  Even when he disagreed, his 
commitment to the royal supremacy meant that he would offer the support that the 
fledgling church needed, making him its preferred champion.   
This reliability became part of the defence of the church in the second 
internal conflict of this time period, the vestarian controversy.  As noted in chapter 
three, this controversy has received the lion’s share of attention in studies of the 
early Elizabethan church, so it is not necessary to go into the details of the debate.  
Suffice it to say that on this issue the bishops were far more divided than they had 
been in the matter of the chapel royal crucifix, making this the first time that the 
lines between ally and adversary blurred.  Their divisions were not, however, as deep 
as they would be a decade later, and for this reason determining who was an ally was 
easier than it soon would be.  
The first publication of the vestarian controversy, Robert Crowley’s A Brief 
Discourse Against the Outward Apparel, appeared in 1566.  Crowley argued that the 
vestments caused the clergy to be ‘despised and brought into contempt’, and 
attempted to justify his refusal to wear the garments because of their connection to 
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the pope’s church, which he feared would encourage people to slide back into 
popery.  Crowley used Jewel’s work to support his point of view, arguing that:  
‘Bishop Jewel in his reply to Dr Harding…has these words:  ‘verily in the house of 
God, that thing is hurtful that does no good.  All the ceremonies of the church ought 
to be clear and holy, and able to edify’’.93  Crowley acknowledged that Jewel was 
referring to the sacrament in that passage, not the vestments or any other expectation 
for clergy, but he still used that passage to make the importance of edification a 
central part of his argument. Jewel, to Crowley, was enough of an authority to make 
the use of his work helpful for his own cause regardless of whether or not it was 
directly applicable.  Jewel’s work represented the Church of England, of which 
Crowley evidently considered himself to be a part despite his dissenting views. 
Archbishop Matthew Parker responded to this discourse himself, publishing 
A Brief Examination for the Time in the same year.  He put distance between the 
leaders of the church and people of Crowley’s opinion, claiming that the people who 
were against vestments were not among ‘the sincere and learned protestants’. 94  This 
suggests that they were on the edge of acceptable behaviour; an edge that brought 
not only their learning and their faith into question but also, significantly, their 
Protestantism.  Parker expressed hope that they did not continue to slide, and find 
themselves among the Anabaptists or Libertines, which would have taken them out 
of the church altogether.   
Evidently, Parker considered Crowley and his fellows to be out of balance in 
their faith.  This distanced them from the properly moderate English Church, while 
Jewel was most decidedly claimed for it.  In A Brief Examination, Parker said that 
‘all men that know [Jewel] see, and further understand that he is not of your mind’.  
He pointed out that Jewel was one of the learned ministers who had originally 
determined what ‘will do good and not hurt in this church at this season’, so it was 
misinterpreting Jewel to take his words out of context and claim that he would say 
that the vestments hurt the church.
95
  
Parker placed Jewel on the side of the established church so effectively that 
he ended any reliance on Jewel by Crowley or any other person who spoke against 
the vestments.  The rest of the controversy’s authors did not use Jewel or his works.  
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Only one, the author of  An Answer for a Time (1566), mentioned Jewel’s Apology. 
He treated it as representative of the Church of England, but significantly did not 
attempt to apply any of Jewel’s views to his own arguments.96 This shows that the 
division was widening, and that by 1566 Jewel had been aligned more firmly with 
one side than the other.  The continued use of Bucer and Martyr to defend the anti-
vestments point of view makes this all the more evident:  although Jewel’s doctrine 
aligned with that of those two reformers to a great extent, the men of the anti-
vestments party saw a difference.   
The vestarian controversy engendered far more dissention than did the 
question of the crucifix, and it lasted longer.  However, it still involved a relatively 
small number of clerics and was settled quite firmly by the end of 1566.  In that same 
year, the puritans in Parliament were stopped by the queen’s refusal to allow the 
alphabetical bills, and the problem seemed to be over.  For the time being, the unity 
of the church against the external enemy still took priority.  This would all change in 
1571. 
 
The Parliament of 1571 and its Results 
The Parliament of 1571 saw some bitter conflict.  In Convocation, Parker and 
his fellow conformists were growing angry at the attacks on the prayer book, so they 
began actively working to enforce conformity.  All of the clergy were required to 
subscribe to the 39 Articles, which Collinson calls ‘the critical point’ in the 
estrangement between the conformists and the puritans.
 
 As a consequence, the 
articles became part of a major disagreement.  The conformists had been promoting 
the Articles since they had first been written in 1563, and had already tried getting 
them passed into law in 1566.  They had failed due to the queen’s veto, and there 
seemed to be some  hope that their second attempt might succeed.  However, some 
of the puritans were causing conflict because they wanted to restrict the articles that 
were not entirely doctrinal. 
After the debates over this issue had ended, Jewel was tasked to oversee the 
final editing of the articles and get them into publication.  Once again, he was cast as 
the church’s champion, with the learning and skill to accomplish a necessary task of 
self-definition for the English Church.  He was also chosen, along with Horne and 
Cox, to make an attempt at restoring unity through the pulpit.  The three of them, 
described by Collinson as ‘three émigrés who had now lost all sympathy for radical 
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Protestantism’, thus preached against the puritans in a series of sermons.97  They 
faced new adversaries in this conflict, including Thomas Cartwright, John Field, 
William White and Thomas Wilcox, who represented a different direction for the 
puritans.  According to Trinterud, to these men ‘the disputes over vestments, rites 
and other “abuses” were merely symptoms of more fundamental problems.  They 
demanded far reaching structural changes in the church…and in the relation between 
church and state’.98  Once again, it is possible to see the development of the division 
between ‘us’ and ‘them’ within the Church of England. 
For the conformists, this development meant that they had to defend and 
protect the institution of their church, rather than spend the majority of their time 
attacking the errors and abuses of the Roman Church.  Suddenly, the challengers of 
authority became the challenged authority.  Peace and order became more important 
than personal opinions.  Jewel led the defence in his 1571 sermon by firmly 
supporting the vestments, the episcopacy and ordination.  Using his extensive 
knowledge of the early church, he provided a short and pointed summary about the 
roles and titles of its early leaders.  He also limited his opponents’ use of Biblical 
parallels, arguing that they were identifying the Church of Christ too closely with the 
Jewish synagogue in wanting to imitate its structure.  Instead, they should look to the 
early church, and if they did, they would find that ‘the substance of religion is the 
same now, that it was then’.99   
The underlying theme of Jewel’s sermon was that the puritans were wrong to 
break the unity of the church over such trifles, and the conformists would repeatedly 
return to that theme in various controversies for the rest of Elizabeth’s reign.  John 
Whitgift later said that the English Church was in danger of losing its unity just as it 
had achieved fellowship with the universal church.  Therefore, ‘let none trouble the 
gospel amongst you, or set you at strife and variance’.100  More than twenty years 
later, Hooker maintained much the same message:  in the preface to his Laws, he 
said:  ‘Let not the faith which you have in our Lord Jesus Christ be blemished with 
partialities’.101  
The puritans did not take kindly to Jewel’s sermon.  John Field and Robert 
Wilcox were especially offended, and yet they still respected him.  This made their 
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response to his sermon oddly contradictory.  They acknowledged Jewel’s learning 
and addressed him as a ‘beloved father in Christ Jesus’, but at the same time refused 
to acknowledge his status as a bishop and openly blamed the bishops for all that was 
wrong in the church.  They decreed that Jewel was no longer a reformer, and that 
while he had done well in his works against the papists, he was now in error. ‘Even 
so Mr Jewel, in defending Christ’s church against the open papist… is much to be 
commended, but now, being an enemy to sincerity and the truth of Christ’s gospel, 
he does evil and is worthy to be reproved.’102  This shows a blatantly dualistic 
mentality, and a willingness to create a new enemy.  Evidently, these men had 
decided to challenge the champion.   
It is not certain what Jewel’s response to this challenge would have been, 
because he died during a preaching tour around his diocese a few months later.  The 
popular balladeer William Elderton immediately published an epitaph to Jewel’s 
memory, which mourned his loss in intensely dramatic terms.  He proclaimed that 
‘the jewel of our joy is gone’, compared the tears of the grieving to running streams, 
and decided that Jewel’s death was akin to the worst plague England had ever seen.  
Beneath the flowery language lay an underlying message of true concern that the 
church had lost its best defender and there was no one who could take his place.  One 
line especially brings that poignantly home: ‘that we have such a shepherd 
gone…God help the silly sheep’.103 
The question of who would defend the church seemed to be at the forefront 
of many minds soon after Jewel’s death.  When Grindal informed Bullinger of the 
news, he called Jewel the ‘singular ornament of the church, as his name implies’.104  
Richard Cox wrote to Rudolph Gwalter in 1573 to tell him that a new collection of 
articles had been published which required an official response, but ‘our friend Jewel 
is dead, and has left among us but few equal to him’.  The only answer was that they 
themselves would have to do the best they could:  ‘it is therefore both your concern 
and mine, to cut off the heads of this hydra’.105   
These men were concerned mainly about the consequences for the Church of 
England because of Jewel’s loss.  Laurence Humphrey, in contrast, took his concerns 
to the extreme and wondered what it meant for the state of the world.  He said to 
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Gwalter in 1578 that the deaths of so many good men and leaders of the church in so 
few years were part of ‘the signs preceding the end of the world…on which this our 
age has fallen.  Satan is roaring like a lion, the world is going mad’.106  Humphrey 
was a Marian exile who had lived with Jewel in Zurich.  He was a noted Latin 
scholar, and he respected Jewel’s scholarship enough to convince Magdalen College 
Oxford to buy Jewel’s library, soon after Jewel’s death.107  He also had a reputation 
as a puritan.  His opinions on the vestarian controversy nearly cost him his position 
as Regius Professor of Divinity at Oxford, and Jewel himself refused him a benefice 
in the diocese of Salisbury because of his non-conformity.
108
   
These opposing sides to Humphrey’s personality makes Archbishop Parker’s 
decision to choose Humphrey to write Jewel’s Vita somewhat puzzling.  Hastings 
Robinson suggests that the decision was made due to Humphrey’s reputation as a 
scholar.
109
  Janet Kemp, the author of an unpublished 1978 doctoral thesis on 
Humphrey, suggested that Humphrey had fully conformed in the years immediately 
preceding Jewel’s death, which led to Parker rewarding him with the commission.  
To Kemp, Jewel himself influenced Humphrey’s change, making him ‘an upholder 
of the established Church of England’ by 1570.110  In contrast, Wyndham Southgate 
insisted that Humphrey was a puritan throughout his career, and deliberately tried to 
make Jewel look like a secret puritan.
111
   
The subtle alteration in the nature of Jewel and Martyr’s relationship, which 
was discussed in chapter two, makes it seem likely that Humphrey did continue to be 
part of the puritan interpretive community past 1570, even if he did not openly 
participate.  At the same time, Jewel may have influenced Humphrey to submit to the 
queen as supreme governor, and temper his desire for further reform.  This would 
explain how Humphrey could produce a thoroughly positive account of Jewel 
despite their differences.  His Iuelli…Vita et Mors praised Jewel heartily as a teacher, 
writer and pastor.  Wyndham Southgate suggested that this work was not received 
with any enthusiasm, citing as evidence the fact that it did not have a second edition, 
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and it was never translated from Latin into English.
112
  However, Southgate did not 
take into consideration the work’s reception among both Elizabethan and Jacobean 
clerics.  Sermon texts show that Humphrey’s work, and especially his description of 
Jewel’s death, had a wide influence.  It was the source for Jewel’s famous saying 
that it was appropriate for a preacher to die in the pulpit, which became part of the 
common culture of the conformist textual community.
113
  In 1599, for example, the 
preacher John King referred to his own dedication to preaching through a subtle 
reference to Jewel.  He said in his sermon that he frequently took a saying ‘from a 
famous light of this land…a Jewel of his age:  where should a preacher die but in the 
pulpit?’114   
The choice to publish Jewel’s Vita in Latin does not suggest a lack of 
interest, but rather that the men involved in the project had a specific audience in 
mind.  The Vita’s main audience would have been an international community of the 
learned and Jewel’s fellow divines, both those who opposed Jewel and those who 
supported him.  It may well have represented an attempt to show other divines an 
example of a truly reformed (and conformed) bishop.  There was, after all, a 
precedent for sixteenth-century Lives to be published to provide an example for 
others, and by 1571 Jewel was already a symbolic champion of the church.  To set  
him up as the exemplar for all bishops after him was only the next step in that 
process.
115
 Also, Jewel  had established the standard definition of the national 
universal church.  Kevin Sharpe and Steven Zwicker suggest that, in England, ‘the 
course of the Reformation is inseparable from the story of nationhood; and English 
modes of life-writing cannot be separated from emergent notions of the Elect 
Nation’.116  Jewel seems the ideal subject for a genre of writing that attempted to 
blend nationhood and religion.  He represented, in some ways, the church itself.   
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Internal Conflicts 1572-1599 
In the last thirty years of Elizabeth’s reign, further conflicts developed 
between members of the Church of England, and the division between the puritans 
and the conformists continually widened.  Jewel could no longer be there in person 
to defend the doctrine and structure of the church.  He still embodied to a certain 
extent the authority and orthodoxy of the established church, but his main weapon as 
their champion had to shift from sword to shield. This shift led to some distortion, as 
various writers applied Jewel’s arguments to circumstances for which they were 
never intended.  
Some of this distortion occurred in the attempts of the puritans to force 
further reform.  Henry Barrow, a prominent congregationalist, applied Jewel’s 
argument that a bishop could not be both a successor of the apostles and a lord to his 
own arguments against the episcopacy. This took Jewel’s argument out of its 
context, because Jewel had actually used that example in his discussion of the 
separate roles of priests and kings, and did not intend for it to be used to challenge 
clerical hierarchy.
117
  Conformist Matthew Sutcliffe responded to Barrow’s work, 
and rejected this interpretation of Jewel’s views of the role of bishops.  He 
approached the argument from a logical point of view, much as Jewel had in 
response to Harding’s interpretations, and came to the conclusion that Barrow’s 
argument was absurd. Not only was Barrow wrong in his opinions, but in his 
sources.  Sutcliffe then further clarified Jewel’s work, and put it into context with the 
work of other reformers, such as Zwingli and Bullinger.
118
  For Sutcliffe, the 
division was clear.  Any proper interpretation of Jewel aligned him with the 
conformist side.  
Puritan references to Jewel became less and less common as the years 
progressed, and their purpose also changed.  This can be clearly seen in the works of 
John Rainolds and Anthony Gilby.  These men used Jewel exclusively as a historian, 
basing their rejection of particular sources on his scholarship, and using his 
knowledge of the early church to support their own.  Gilby, for example, 
acknowledged that his knowledge of the first idolatrous treatment of the sacrament 
came from Jewel’s first book against Harding.119 John Rainolds discussed Jewel’s 
correction of a mistranslation by Optatus and Fulgentius, two bishops from antiquity 
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who had written against the heretics of their day.  Rainolds did not fully agree with 
Jewel’s interpretation, but he did give him credit for correcting the error.120  
Some of the gospellers who later aligned with the puritans, including Dering 
and Calfhill, no longer referred to Jewel at all.  Dering actually tried to distance 
himself from his work for the Jewel-Harding controversy.  He was called before the 
privy council to answer for some of his beliefs in 1573, and his examiners tried to 
force him to subscribe to a line from his own work, A Sparing Restraint, which had 
supported Jewel’s assertion that the Church of England’s services were in alignment 
with the primitive church.  It is not entirely clear whether Dering gave in and did so 
or not, but the council did stop  him from preaching soon after, which suggests that 
he refused.
121
   
The conformists started emphasizing the visible and invisible churches as a 
way of explaining how particular churches within the universal church could have 
different structures and still be legitimate heirs of the primitive church.  The puritans 
focused instead on the concept of the body of Christ, and in many of their writings 
they seemed to blend physical congregations with the mystical union between 
believers and Christ.  This division can be clearly seen in the work of conformist 
Richard Alison.  He summarized the argument of the separatist Brownists as follows:  
‘The true planted and right established church of Christ is a company of faithful 
people, but the Church of England is not a company of faithful people. Therefore it 
is not a true planted and rightly established church’. 
Alison found that argument insulting, and answered that the Brownists did 
not have the right to imply that the ‘magistrates, ministers and people’ of the Church 
of England were nothing but ‘a flock of goats’.  He declared that the acceptance of 
all people into the Church was actually evidence that it was a true church, because 
they attempted to bring the unfaithful to repentance instead of rejecting them 
outright.  He expanded on this point for some time, then compared the Brownist 
argument to that of Pope Pius in his Regnans in Excelsis.  His last word on the 
subject was that there was no need to discuss it further, because ‘the calumniation is 
the same in both, and …Master Jewel has framed an answer meet for both’.122  To 
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Alison, Jewel’s authority ended all need for further debate, and his definition of the 
Church of England remained sufficient.      
Despite the best efforts of men like Alison, the division between definitions 
continued to underscore all the debates about bishops, the royal supremacy, and 
further reform after 1572.  Unlike the simple polarization of the Jewel-Harding 
controversy, it was a subtle division, with common elements and common sources 
from which to draw evidence.  Thus, it thoroughly blurred the line between ally and 
adversary for the religious leadership of the Church of England.  This can be seen in 
the Admonition controversy, during which both sides expressed regret that they were 
forced to engage in polemic against their brethren. Whitgift rebuked Cartwright and 
his fellows for it, asking how they could speak so spitefully against their brothers 
‘whose doctrine is pure, whose zeal is fervent, whose suffering for the Gospel has 
been in time of trial comparable with any man’s that now lives: who have also 
painfully taught the word of God in this realm…and by whose ministry the Gospel 
hath taken root’.123  Cartwright responded by pointing out that ‘I would have wished 
that this controversy had been with the papists or with other…pestilent and professed 
enemies of the church:  for that should have been less grief to write and more 
convenient to persuade that which I desire’.124   
What Cartwright desired was further reform of the Church of England, by 
which he meant a stricter alliance with the primitive apostolic church.  This would 
remove all ceremonies or leadership structures that did not correspond with the 
ceremonies and structures evident in the Bible.  Without that alliance, Cartwright did 
not think that the Church of England was fully part of the church of God.  This was 
an unusual argument, because Cartwright placed the Church of England outside the 
universal church due to its incomplete reform, even though he agreed that the 
doctrine of the church was correct.  Whitgift, however, felt that the Church of 
England was already in alignment with the universal church:  ‘I dare boldly affirm 
that all points of religion necessary to salvation…are as purely and perfectly taught 
and by public authority established in this Church of England at this day as ever they 
were in any church since the apostles’ time, or now be in any reformed church in the 
world’.125 
                                                          
123
 John Whitgift, An answere to a certen libel intituled, An admonition to the Parliament (London, 
1572), 11. 
124
 Thomas Cartwright, A replye to an answere made of M. Doctor Whitgifte  (England, 1573) 1. 
125
 Whitgift, The defense of the aunswere, A2. 
219 
 
The Admonition controversy has been studied by many major historians of 
the Elizabethan era, including Peter Lake, Claire Cross, Leonard Trinterud and Philip 
Hughes.  Consistently, they point out the importance of the national church in this 
argument.  Cross noted that Cartwright never actually left behind the necessity of a 
state church, although he did qualify his support of the royal supremacy.  Trinterud, 
in contrast, suggested that it was Whitgift who wrote with a sense of the connection 
to the national consciousness. Lake’s analysis follows best with Cross, but he takes it 
a step further by explaining Cartwright’s belief that establishing church government 
along presbyterian lines would mean a vast blessing for the national church, ‘a  
virtual covenant being set up between God and England’.126  None of those three 
historians connect either Cartwright’s or Whitgift’s interpretation of the national 
visible and invisible church to the debates over the national universal church that 
took place in the 1560s.  Hughes came the closest by discussing the issue of 
authority in general rather than church government specifically, but he still did not 
approach the Admonition controversy in a way that fully considered its polemical 
background.
127
  It is perhaps for this reason that Cartwright and Whitgift’s use of 
Jewel’s works has gone unnoticed in the majority of the historiography.  
In Whitgift’s first response to Cartwright, he suggested that Cartwright and 
his fellows were skirting dangerously close to agreement with the Louvainists, and 
proved his point by writing out a list of  the puritans’ claims that were similar to 
those of the papists.  In his second response, Whitgift brought Jewel himself into the 
argument, by using Jewel’s work as evidence for his points and publishing Jewel’s 
sermon against the puritans along with his own text.  Cartwright’s response reflects 
both the division between the conformists and their challengers, and the common 
ground which made that division so indistinct.  He challenged Jewel’s sermon 
against the puritans directly and with vehemence, in a passage so tightly packed with 
denials that the sentences tumble over themselves.  However, despite his evident 
dislike of Jewel’s sermon, Cartwright did not entirely reject Jewel himself.  He even 
suggested that he might have been less direct if he had been speaking to Jewel:  ‘if 
he had lived, for his learning and gravity and otherwise good deserts of the church in 
defending the cause thereof against the papists, we could have easily borne it at his 
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hands:  now he is dead and laid up in peace, it were against all humanity to dig or 
break up his grave’.128       
After this, Whitgift made Jewel all the more important to his argument.  He 
started his next publication, in 1574, with the disclaimer that there was really no 
need to go into all of this, since it had already been admirably dealt with in the 
Apology and the Defence.  Then he proceeded to answer it all again, and in the 
process he showed how the definition of the national universal church was changing.  
He developed the idea of the particular churches within the universal church, and 
established the Church of England as one of them.  He also developed the idea of the 
invisible church, arguing that ‘You must of necessity admit this distinction (some be 
of the church, and some be only in the church) else can you not make any visible 
church, for we only know, who be in the church: but who be of the church is known 
to him alone, who knows those that be his’.129   
Cartwright’s Second Reply (1575) responded to this by redefining the 
invisible church:  ‘the invisible church upon earth is of those only which either are 
not called or lie hid and ungathered unto any known fellowship where the word of 
God is preached and the sacraments administered’.130  Essentially, the invisible 
church on earth was made up of those who were not yet part of the communities of 
the godly on earth, but would be, and those people were not part of the visible 
institutional church.  This neatly included Cartwright and his fellows in the mystical 
body of Christ, and excluded the conformists.  For the first time the Church of 
England was exiled from that mystical body purely on grounds of its institutional 
structure. Like the Roman Church had been for the gospellers of the 1560s, the 
English Church had become the symbol of institutional authority for the puritans of 
the 1570s, and the puritans questioned that authority just as the gospellers once had.   
The Admonition controversy ended in 1575 with Cartwright’s Second Reply, 
but the puritan threat continued into the 1580s.  More and more puritans considered 
separating from the Church of England altogether.  As Collinson notes, two key 
ideas emerged: first, that the church should be made up of the visibly godly, ‘be they 
never so few’.  Second, it should be reformed at once, ‘not tarrying for the 
magistrate’.131 The popularity of these two slogans may have fuelled the persistent 
                                                          
128
 Cartwright, Replye to an Answere, 118-119. 
129
 Whitgift, The defense of the aunswere, 179. 
130
 Cartwright, Second Replie, CLXXI. 
131
 Patrick Collinson, Richard Bancroft and Elizabethan Anti-Puritanism (Cambridge:  Cambridge 
University Press, 2013),  29. 
221 
 
rumours that there was about to be a major change in religion, which Peter Holmes 
suggests began in 1580.  Michael Questier also considers this year a significant one:  
it saw the beginning of the Jesuit missions, which affected the crown’s fight against 
recusancy.  This threat to the English Church would continue into the 1580s, with 
the trial and execution of Edmund Campion and other Roman priests.
132
 
Considering this tense religious atmosphere, it is perhaps not surprising that 
John Whitgift was chosen as the Archbishop of Canterbury on the death of the 
disgraced Edmund Grindal.  Kenneth Fincham has noted that Whitgift’s appointment 
‘signalled a renewed drive for conformity’, which fits with Trinterud’s suggestion 
that Whitgift was firm in his belief that the English Church had been ‘rightly 
ordered’ in 1559 and intended to convince others of that.133  Trinterud argued that 
Whitgift applied most of his zeal to ridding the church of its internal threat, namely 
the puritans who intended to separate.
134
  This is not to say that he ignored the 
external threat.  Before he was even enthroned, Whitgift drew up articles that aimed 
to force both puritans and Romanists into compliance with the national church.  
These articles enforced the laws against recusants, forbade meetings outside the 
church, enforced the wearing of the vestments, and limited the people allowed to 
preach.  Within a year, Whitgift had advanced his quest for conformity through the 
establishment of the Commission for Ecclesiastical Causes.  It extended his power as 
archbishop and enforced the subscription of preaching ministers, leading to the 
subscription crisis of 1583-1585 in which the prominent puritans Field and Wilcox 
were deprived.
135
   
During this drive for conformity, various editions of Jewel’s works were 
published, using a lot of material that had never been published before.  All of them 
were printed by the queen’s printer, Christopher Barker, or one of the printers with 
whom he partnered, such as Ralph Newbery.
136
  Also, some of them were dedicated 
to important members of the court, such as the Earl of Leicester, William Cecil (by 
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then Lord Burghley), and Francis Walsingham.  This suggests that they had official 
approval, although there is no direct evidence that they were commissioned by 
Whitgift, or any other crown representative. It could be that the editor of the works 
simply took advantage of the uproar of Whitgift’s early years to gain patronage 
through the memory of the church’s champion.   
However, this is not likely.  The editor was John Garbrande, a loyal, 
conforming member of the Church of England. He was the son of Harks Garbrande, 
a Dutch Protestant refugee who had become a successful bookseller in London and a 
friend of Jewel’s.  Jewel had encouraged the young Garbrande’s education at 
Oxford, and once Garbrande had earned his divinity degree, Jewel appointed him to 
a living in Buckinghamshire.  He also left all his papers to Garbrande, who took on 
the task of editing and publishing them.
137
  It seems that he quickly developed a 
determination similar to Jewel’s:  to protect the church from both internal and 
external threats.   
This determination can be clearly seen in the prefaces he attached to his 
editions.  In the first, A View of a Seditious Bull (1582), Garbrande emphasized that 
he was publishing it to remind people how to walk in obedience to God and to the 
queen, because of ‘the present state’ of the realm.138  Garbrande set Jewel up as a 
model to emulate, due to ‘the great care he had to do his Master’s service, and to 
keep the people committed to his charge from incurring such offence to God, or 
undutifulness to her majesty, to their own everlasting damnation’.139 Garbrande 
focused on a lay audience in this work, and showed a concern for the individual that 
is similar to that of Jewel.  He also echoes Jewel’s warnings about the dangers of 
causing dissention in the church.   
This became clearer in the next two publications:  the Exposition 
on…Thessalonians, and Certain Sermons Preached before the Queen’s Majesty.  
The Exposition on…Thessalonians proved quite popular:  it was first published in 
1583, and a second edition immediately followed in 1584.  Garbrande suggested that 
it had been an important work for Jewel, saying that Jewel would have published the 
work himself had he lived to do so, rather than suffer the men who were ‘troubling 
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the church of God with their writings against the truth’.  In this publication, 
Garbrande spoke directly against the men who would not ‘forsake the way of 
contention’ despite ‘the weakness of their own cause’. 140   
In Certain Sermons, Garbrande took it further still.  Significantly, the 
sermons he chose to include had one common theme, which was the importance for 
both the laity and the clergy to support the church.  The first was the Jericho sermon, 
preached after the 1569 Rebellion.  The next two were focused on building up the 
church of God, and the final three were aimed at ministers of the church, exhorting 
them to work in unity for the benefit of the faithful and the institution of the 
universal church.
141
 Garbrande acknowledged that he had been partial in his choice 
of each of the six sermons, and justified himself by saying:  ‘why I make choice of 
these, among so many his sermons…if any be curious to ask, let him advisedly 
consider the state of God’s church amongst us in these days, and bestow his pains to 
read these, which are offered to his Christian judgement’.142   
Some might argue that the ‘state of God’s church’ to which Garbrande 
referred was the lack of preachers and the need for further reform, not the threat from 
dissenting puritans or papists.  There are passages that support this interpretation, but 
when the Certain Sermons is placed in context with the other works, a certain 
continuity emerges.  Although he addressed different audiences in order to respond 
to different concerns between 1581 and 1585, Garbrande consistently used Jewel’s 
writings to uphold the Church of England against various external and internal 
threats.  This aligns with Garbrande’s own attitude toward the church, which was 
firmly Protestant but did not show any particular inclination toward the puritan 
emphasis on preaching.
143
   
The questioning of authority by the puritans of the 1570s, and the push for 
conformity in the early 1580s, resulted in a brazen challenge to authority in the 
publication of the Marprelate tracts, which were written between October of 1588 
and September of 1589.  The puritans who collaborated on the tracts redefined the 
universal church in their work, consistently referring not to the Church of England or 
even the church of God, but to ‘the body of Christ’.  They insisted that the queen and 
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council did not have the right to control the body of  Christ, and only pastors, elders, 
doctors and deacons had a Biblically-based role in its function.  Their roles were 
legitimate because they were members of the body, while bishops and civil 
magistrates were not, and ‘maim and deform the body of Christ’ by keeping out 
lawful officers and putting the episcopacy in their place.
144
  The institution of the 
church as it had been established in 1559 was rejected by these men as thoroughly as 
it had been by Cartwright.  They, like him, considered the visible church to be the 
communities of the godly who made up the invisible church on earth.    
The Marprelate tracts are not often discussed in terms of their contribution to 
the re-definition of the national universal church; most often, they are examined as 
contributions to Elizabethan satirical literature.
145
  When they are considered as 
polemical tracts, they are usually part of the examination of Marprelate’s most 
enthusiastic opponent, Richard Bancroft.
146
  However, if they are placed in context 
as a product of a distinct interpretive community, an interesting picture emerges.  
Joseph Black, in his 2007 annotated edition of the Marprelate tracts, points out that 
Martin Marprelate attempted to claim the support of many reformers, including not 
only well-known puritans such as Dudley Fenner and Thomas Cartwright, but earlier 
reformers such as William Tyndale, John Frith, Robert Barnes, John Hooper, James 
Pilkington and John Foxe.
147
  At the same time, Marprelate attacked two specific 
works by reformers John Bridges and Thomas Cooper.  This selection of English 
reformers who were considered allies and those who were treated as enemies shows 
a distinctly adversarial mentality, one with very different dividing lines than that of 
the earlier reformers. 
Notably, Jewel is not in the list of reformers whose support Marprelate tried 
to claim, but neither did Marprelate openly attack Jewel, as he did Bridges and 
Cooper.  Instead, Marprelate’s rejection of Jewel in the tracts is oddly subtle.  In the 
first tract, the Epistle, Marprelate takes a quotation from the Apology, although he 
calls it ‘the English confession, written by a bishop’.  The quotation used was the 
statement by Pope Gregory that anyone who attempted to put himself above his 
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brethren was not faithful to the church, but the forerunner of Antichrist.  Jewel had 
used that statement to disprove the legitimacy of the papal supremacy; Marprelate 
twisted it to disprove the ecclesiastical hierarchy, with a further ironic touch when he 
pointed out that the statement had been said by a pope and written by a bishop.  He 
did not take the quotation directly from the Apology, but from the 1586 English 
translation of the 1581 Harmonia Confessionum Fidei by the Reformed theologian 
Jean-François Salvard.  This work was an attempt to show how the various 
Protestant confessions of Europe agreed with each other, and used Jewel’s work as 
the English confession.
148
  By using this as his source, Marprelate avoided any 
suggestion that he was using Jewel’s works as an authority or standard, and 
attempted to discredit Jewel using Jewel’s own words. 
Thomas Cooper, who had become Bishop of Lincoln by the time of the first 
appearance of the tracts in 1588, responded to the Marprelate tracts a year later.  He 
took on the same rebuking tone as Whitgift had, asking how the men involved in the 
tracts could speak so vehemently and so cruelly.  Then he followed Jewel’s negative 
method by pointing out not why he was right, but why Marprelate was wrong.  ‘Why 
we be with such spite and malice discredited? ...because as the duty of faithful 
subjects does bind us, living in the state of a church reformed, we do endeavour to 
preserve those laws which her majesty’s authority and the whole state of the realm 
has allowed.’149 Cooper sorrowfully asked how the Marprelate men dared to 
disparage the leadership of the church, considering that they had the example of such 
good leaders to show them the right way:  Cranmer, Ridley and Jewel.
150
  This 
places Jewel once again in the position of champion of the established church.   
Cooper did not go into a definition of the national universal church in his 
Admonition.  Instead, he referred Marprelate to Nowell’s Catechism, where he could 
‘see all the parts of true religion received, the difficulties expounded, the truth 
declared, [and] the corruptions of the Church of Rome rejected’.  Then, he 
suggested, they should go further by reading a sound and true confession of the faith 
of the Church of England, Jewel’s Apology.   
Wherein they shall find all parts of Christian religion confessed 
and proved, both by the testimony of the canonical scriptures, and 
also by the consent of all learned and godly antiquity for the space 
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of certain hundred years after Christ. For the integrity and soundness, 
for the learning and eloquence shown in the same Apology, they (that 
condemn that notable learned man because he was a bishop) may  
have very good testimony in a little Epistle, written by Peter Martyr  
unto the said bishop, and now printed…where they shall find that he 
speaketh not for himself only, but for many other learned men of the 
church of Tygure, and other places.
151
 
This passage shows the catholicity of Cooper’s definition of the Church of 
England, because he considers Martyr’s letter to be a legitimate support for the 
Apology if it is questioned, and representative of the support of many ‘learned men’ 
of the continental reformers.  In this, Cooper was continuing a tradition of 
identifying the Church of England with the reformed churches on the continent, 
emphasizing its universal nature.   
A final example of the blurred adversarial mentality of the later Elizabethan 
years was published in 1599.  This was the Christian Letter of Andrew Willet, 
written in response to Richard Hooker’s Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity.  Willet was a 
fellow at Christ’s College Cambridge, and a popular rector of Barley in 
Herefordshire.  By 1599 Willet had already published several anti-Roman works, 
one of which clearly showed his own protestant identity.  His General View of 
Papistry (1592)  proudly claimed the title of ‘Protestant’ for the members of the 
Church of England, because ‘a papist is he that cleaves to the pope in religion…a 
Protestant is he that professes the gospel of Jesus Christ, and has renounced the 
jurisdiction of the see of Rome’.152  Much of the evidence for Willet’s argument in 
this work was based on the scholarship of Jewel, as was his other major work, The 
Four Principal Pillars of Papistry.  He fully engaged with the Jewel-Harding 
controversy, and seemed to consider Jewel triumphant due both to his superior style 
and wit and his superior scholarship and faith.
153
  
Willet was known to be both violently anti-papal and anti-presbyterian, a 
passionate defender of the established Church of England.
154
  This may be why he 
reacted to the Laws so strongly.  In the Laws, Hooker took the national universal 
church that Jewel had defined and Whitgift had clarified, and brought into it his idea 
of the visible and invisible churches.  To Hooker, the visible church was made up of 
the community of participants in the Christian faith, and the invisible church was 
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God’s faithful and elect people.155  Hooker included all people saved by Christ, past 
and present, in the mystical invisible body of Christ, and made the people on earth 
who professed the faith of Christ the visible church.
156
  His definition moved away 
from the ‘universal’ church, and emphasized the invisible ‘body of Christ’, much as 
that of the puritans did.   
The most significant difference between the definition of Hooker and that of 
the puritans was that to Hooker the Church of England had a clear history that 
stretched back to the primitive church.  Hugh Trevor-Roper notes that this was more 
similar to Jewel and Whitgift than the puritans, who were ‘essentially unhistorical’.  
Hooker accepted the church’s heritage; he saw that like secular society, the church 
changed its form but retained ‘a lasting obligation to the original terms of its 
existence’.157  Hooker did not separate the Church of England entirely from the 
Church of Rome, because he found in it common history that should not be 
rejected.
158
 
Perhaps it is understandable that Willet considered this a betrayal of the basic 
foundation of the Church of England.  His letter of response showed an outrage that 
was based equally on what Hooker had said, and on how he had the effrontery to say 
it in the guise of being a defender of the church. He called Hooker a wolf in sheep’s 
clothing, because ‘under the show of inveighing against [the puritans], the chiefest 
points of popish blasphemy are…broached both in sermons and in writings, to the 
great grief of many faithful subjects, who pray for the blessed and peaceable 
continuance of …the estate of the church of Jesus Christ as it is now established’. 
Willet demanded that Hooker show how his works followed the 39 Articles and the 
Apology, and so prove their legitimacy.
159  
 
Hooker vehemently denied Willet’s arguments, and peppered his copy of the 
Letter with comments such as ‘you lie, sir’ and ‘ignorant ass’.160  He did not see his 
work as a complete departure from the Church of England as Jewel had established 
it:  Jewel was still a champion to him.  He called Jewel ‘the worthiest divine that 
Christendom has bred for the space of some hundreds of years’, and used him as an 
                                                          
155
 Marshall, Hooker and the Anglican Tradition, 156. 
156
 William Harrison, ‘The Church,’ in A Companion to Richard Hooker, edited by Torrance Kirby 
(Leiden:  Brill, 2008), 306. 
157
 Hugh Trevor-Roper, Renaissance Essays (London:  Secker and Warburg, 1985), 109. 
158
 Hooker, Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, 175. 
159
 Andrew Willet, A Christian letter of certaine English protestants, vnfained fauourers of the 
present state of religion, authorised and professed in England: vnto that reverend and learned man, 
Mr R. Hooker (London, 1599), 4, 5. 
160
 Lee W. Gibbs, ‘Life of Hooker,’ in A Companion to Hooker, edited by Torrance Kirby (Leiden:  
Brill, 2008), 17. 
228 
 
example of learning and piety in contrast to the apostasy of Harding.  He also used 
Jewel as an authority on the use of arguing from the negative, and referred to the 
Apology when discussing the nature of the sacraments and the early church.
161
  That 
Willet could also consider Jewel a symbol of ‘us’ and yet disagree with Hooker so 
completely shows the extent of Jewel’s reputation and status, and how blurred the 
lines between ‘us’ and ‘them’ had become by 1599.      
 
Conclusion 
Later defenders of the Elizabethan Church of England  had to step away from 
the simple polarization of  describing the universal church as one ‘true’ church that 
stood in opposition to one ‘false’ church.  Conflicts within the Church of England 
forced them to expand the definition of the national universal church as it had been 
established by Jewel and his fellow gospellers.  Most of these later defenders 
included the concepts of the visible and invisible churches in their definition, and 
argued for the rights of particular churches within the universal church to differ in 
their leadership and structure.  Their definitions of the national universal church 
grew continually more detailed, in response to the efforts of their challengers, who 
did all they could to discredit the legitimacy of a national church, especially one led 
by an episcopate. The result was great internal dissention for the Church of England, 
and the dissolution of the unity that Jewel had worked so hard to establish.   
Notably, Jewel was part of this entire process.  Jewel’s work never went out 
of print during the reign of Elizabeth: after his death in 1571, there were four new 
printings of the Apology in Latin, one in English and one in Welsh.  The 1570 
Defence was re-printed in 1571, and the controversy with Harding was translated 
into Latin and printed in 1578 and 1588.
162
  This in itself suggests that Jewel’s works 
were received by a wide audience, and his continued presence in debates over the 
nature of the church long after his death shows that his works had significance. Jewel 
played a vital role in the defence of the church, even after his death.  As champion of 
the church, he was both sword and shield: a challenger to external enemies and a 
protector against internal enemies. Through his works and his personal piety, which 
were greatly publicized by Laurence Humphrey, Jewel steadily gained status as a 
worthy divine.  His reputation added authority to the conformist arguments in favour 
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of the church he helped establish, and his work gave further legitimacy to the royal 
supremacy and the English church’s self-portrayal as the inheritor of the primitive 
church.  Thus, through both his person and his publications, Jewel influenced the 
direction of debate over the catholicity of the Church of England.  
He also influenced its direction through the adversarial mentality that 
informed so much of his work.  From his early years as an Edwardian divine, Jewel 
had been part of a community of reformers who operated with a dualistic point of 
view.  They developed this point of view while in exile, and then brought it to bear 
on the Elizabethan settlement of 1559.  After that, it informed the entire structure and 
tone of the Jewel-Harding controversy.  It was only after the watershed year of 1571, 
when the puritan movement took hold and Jewel’s death altered the plan of defence 
for the church, that that mentality began to soften.  It was no longer so easy to 
recognize either allies or adversaries in the controversies that then arose. 
This chapter has examined the reception and significance of Jewel during the 
reign of Elizabeth.  It has taken a new approach by examining marginalia and library 
inventories to investigate how far Jewel’s works penetrated into the culture of the 
day.  The evidence shows that more study is needed, especially in the area of 
manuscript sources. Further investigation into churchwardens’ accounts might solve 
the mystery of the listings that say only that ‘one book’ was purchased, and 
determine how many parishes actually owned a copy of Jewel’s Apology or his 
Defence.  This would help determine how many copies were on display and available 
for public use.  Also, a study of commonplace books would help determine how they 
were read.  Commonplace books were designed to help readers absorb what they 
read and provide relevance and context for it; it would thus prove very useful to see 
how many of their notations come from the works of the Jewel-Harding controversy.   
This work could easily extend into the seventeenth century, because 
commonplace books grew more common in this century, and Jewel’s works 
continued to have relevance for both clergy and laypeople.  Also, in 1609 Richard 
Bancroft ordered Jewel’s complete works to be placed in parish churches, making a 
continuation of the study of churchwardens’ accounts relevant to the study of Jewel’s 
reception and significance.  As this chapter has shown, Jewel’s influence over the 
catholicity of the Church of England did not end with his own death.  Further study 
will show that neither did it end with the death of the sovereign to whom Jewel was 
so fervently and consistently loyal. 
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Conclusion 
 
John Jewel defended a paradox for his entire career as an Elizabethan bishop, 
and inspired a generation of divines to do the same.  By defining the Church of 
England as a national universal church, Jewel successfully infused catholicity with 
allegiance. This allowed him to promote the legitimacy and authority of the Church 
of England, and further its acceptance among the people of England.  His fellow 
clerics followed his lead in this portrayal of the church, supporting him in print and 
in the pulpit.  This support did not end with his death, but evolved to suit the 
changing religious atmosphere of the latter part of the sixteenth century.  
 Jewel succeeded in defending this paradox for two reasons.  First, he 
furthered the re-definition of the term ‘catholic’ which had started during the 
Henrican Reformation.  The nature of the ‘catholic’ church was a central concern in 
the religious culture of his time, because only the true ‘catholic’ church could offer 
salvation to its members.  In order for the Church of England to prove itself 
legitimate, therefore, it had to prove itself a true ‘catholic’ church.  This involved re-
defining the term ‘catholic’ by emphasizing catholicity in the sense of universality 
rather than uniformity; or as a body of beliefs rather than a body of people, as John 
Bossy phrases it.
1
  Jewel was at the centre of this re-definition.  He insisted that the 
Church of England’s Biblically-based doctrine and right use of the sacraments 
proved that it had all the marks of a true universal church.   
Second, Jewel employed his own particular methodology.  He was one of 
many divines who saw the approach of the apocalypse in the religious conflict of the 
sixteenth century, and one of many who denounced the pope as Antichrist.  
However, he took a unique approach by underplaying his own learning in order to 
set up the people of England as judges of the traditions of the Roman Church.  This 
was a practical application of his belief that the community of the faithful, the 
individual believers of England, needed to accept their own faith if they were to be 
saved.  It was not enough to be instructed; they had to be able to understand.  
Also, Jewel was among the first sixteenth-century polemicists to base his 
challenge on historical evidence.  Rather than arguing from proof-texts, Jewel placed 
his sources and their arguments in their historical context.  He applied humanist 
scholarship to various documents that had been used as authoritative evidence of the 
Roman Church’s supremacy, disproving some and questioning the legitimacy of 
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others.  As part of this strategy, Jewel created and defended a history for the Church 
of England, using a huge range of Biblical and patristic sources as evidence that its 
structure and beliefs reflected those of the primitive church.  This knowledge of the 
early church was of prime importance in his defence, first against the Romanists, and 
later against the men who did not consider the church’s episcopacy a legitimate 
structure for church government.             
Jewel’s paradox of the national universal church developed out of his 
adversarial mentality.  To Jewel, the English Church represented the correct, 
balanced position between the immoderate extremes of its opponents.  It was both 
part of the reformed faith of the continental churches, and yet distinct.  It could 
define itself not only in terms of what it accepted, but what it rejected.  This is an 
example of the sixteenth-century concept of moderation studied by Ethan Shagan, 
who identified the importance of ideological opposition to the development of 
religious identity.   
It also contributes to Lucy Wooding’s work on the Elizabethan Romanists. 
Wooding discovered that they stopped thinking of the church as the mystical body of 
Christ, and started to define it as the physical church militant, led by the pope.
2
  
Looking at the same controversy from the English Protestants’ perspective completes 
this picture.  It shows how Jewel appropriated membership in the mystical body of 
Christ, forcing both his opponents and his allies to examine the nature of the church 
and re-define what it meant to be ‘catholic’.  
For Jewel, this re-definition began with the break with Rome during Henry 
VIII’s reign, while he was a student at Oxford.  As we saw in chapter one, concepts 
of the church divided into the institution of the church and its membership.  While 
the supporters of the Roman Church continued to insist that ‘catholic’ referred to the 
universality of their physical church, the reformers began to elevate spiritual 
universality over physical universality.  This came about in part due  to the need to 
justify the royal supremacy, which meant that Jewel learned early what the royal 
supremacy meant to the nature of the church, and what means could be used to 
defend it.   
This chapter showed that Jewel’s Oxford years fostered a sense of 
community in him.  He and some of his fellow scholars formed a network of friends 
and patrons, and this scholarly network encouraged Jewel’s training in rhetoric and 
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his humanistic ‘ad fontes’ attitude towards patristic and Biblical studies.  During the 
Edwardian Reformation, this scholarly network developed a common purpose: to 
further the cause of reform.  It became more than a network, and yet less than a 
unified textual community.  As discussed in chapter two, it is best described as a 
‘community of reformers’.  The members’ self-awareness and common re-definition 
of the term ‘catholic’ made them a recognizable unit, one which resisted papal 
authority and promoted individual faith.   
After the accession of Mary, many of the members of this community went 
into exile, and there they came under the influence of many different reforming 
beliefs.  During Jewel’s time on the continent, he defended the English liturgy and 
the royal supremacy against the Knoxian party in Frankfurt, which gave him his first 
practical experience in defining and defending a national church.  He also worked 
with Peter Martyr, resisting not only the Roman Church, but heresies such as the 
ubiquitarians and the Anabaptists.  His exposure to these various challenges greatly 
influenced his understanding of membership (and non-membership) in the universal 
church.   
Jewel became involved in the definition and defence of the fledgling Church 
of England very quickly after Elizabeth took the throne, and his role was examined 
in chapter three.  This chapter contributes to the debate in Reformation studies over 
why the Elizabethan Settlement endured.  It has been called the ‘unsettled 
settlement’ by Norman L. Jones, and he is not the only historian to make note of the 
uncertainty surrounding the church establishment of 1559.
3
  Patrick Collinson and 
Diarmaid MacCulloch, for example, both emphasize that settlement was not 
definitive, and that its success was not inevitable.
4
 However, few historians have 
studied how it was defended and thus established, beyond a discussion of the legal 
systems that set it in place.  
The chapter’s examination of Jewel’s controversy with Harding shows that 
both men agreed that the definition of the ‘catholic’ church was essential.  
Catholicity was connected to the issue of legitimacy and authority:  Jewel insisted on 
the primacy of Biblical authority, while Harding emphasized the authority of the 
church.  Their argument over this issue resulted in the gradual clarification of 
particular theological points, which was one of the key factors leading to the 
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development of demarcation lines between the two confessions.  Jewel strengthened 
the association between nation and church, while Harding drew the Catholic Church 
more fully into the Roman fold.  
 For many members of his vast and varied audience, Jewel provided solid 
ground in a religious landscape of shifting sands.  However, that is not to say that his 
work was universally accepted.  As this thesis has shown, the Jewel-Harding 
controversy inspired great debate as well as great loyalty.  Jewel was challenged on 
grounds that he misinterpreted his sources, made the Eucharist nothing but a bare 
sign, and enforced false limitations on Harding and his fellow Louvainists.  They 
disagreed with his rejection of the authority of recent councils and the traditions of 
the medieval church, and found it hypocritical that Jewel rejected the pope as head of 
the worldwide church, only to accept Elizabeth as head of the English Church. 
The wider influence of this controversy was discussed in chapter four, 
through an examination of the textual communities that revolved around Jewel and 
Harding.  These groups fulfilled all the aspects of Brian Stock’s original definition of 
the term ‘textual communities’:  they each revolved around their charismatic leader, 
whose texts became part of a common culture. This led to community members 
making their own contributions to this culture through their supporting texts.  By 
examining the terminology in those texts, it was possible to trace the changes in their 
concept of the nature of the church.   
Harding’s textual community, whose collaboration and cohesion were all the 
more enhanced by their close proximity in Louvain, held onto the belief that the 
‘catholic’ church was the Roman Church.  They based this on Christ’s promise that 
he would be with his church until the end of time, and the unbroken succession of 
popes that had begun with St Peter.  In contrast, Jewel’s textual community 
gradually began to reject the term ‘catholic’.  They aligned their national church with 
the ‘church of Christ’ or the universal church, which they found in the faithful 
people of the various Protestant churches on the continent.  Through this argument, 
they formed a Protestant identity.    
In the top-down or bottom-up debate of Reformation studies, which questions 
when the Church of England became Protestant, the conversion of the divines who 
led the church is rarely considered.  This chapter showed how particular clerics were 
converted to the doctrine and methodology of the Church of England, and the means 
by which they then attempted to convert others.  Part of this was their acceptance of 
the concept of a national universal church.  Also significant was their loyalty to this 
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definition:  it endured far longer than one might expect, considering how greatly the 
problems within the church changed and multiplied after Jewel’s death.  This could 
be attributed to how thoroughly Jewel’s definition had become part of religious 
culture.  Being so immersed in Jewel’s vision of a national universal church enabled 
its later defenders to adapt and improve upon his work without losing the spirit 
behind it.     
This was examined in chapter five, through a chronological approach to later 
Elizabethan polemic.  In the early 1570s, new internal enemies dissolved the unity 
that had marked the 1560s.  These internal adversaries formed textual communities 
of their own around various different texts, but for many of them Jewel’s work still 
played a role.  In some cases, Jewel became the adversary against which to define 
their own position.  In others, he maintained his status as defender and authoritative 
representative of the church.  This remained true during the 1580s and 1590s, partly 
due to members of his textual community who worked to perpetuate his reputation 
and status as a divine worthy of emulation.   
New adversaries meant new developments in the definition of the national 
universal church.  No longer could defenders of the Church of England simply 
polarise between true and false churches.  Under the influence of arguments over the 
structure of the visible church, these defenders had to develop the idea of particular 
churches, and allow for visible and invisible congregations within the true universal 
church.  These new adversaries also forced the defenders of the Church of England 
into the role that the Roman Church had once fulfilled:  that of the challenged 
authority.  This changed their means of defence, and they often brought Jewel into 
the argument as an authority on church history to prove the authenticity of their 
stance.   
This thesis marks the first time that the men who supported Jewel in his 
controversy have been studied as a distinct community, a team under his leadership 
with a similar vision for the church.  This fresh approach has allowed a more detailed 
study of the 1560s than this decade has received in the historiography of the 
Elizabethan settlement heretofore. Whereas much of the existing scholarship focuses 
on the means of enforcement employed by the crown during the years following the 
settlement, this thesis has focused on the means of persuasion employed by the 
clergy.  Jewel acknowledged the importance of conviction in creating a church that 
could truly be called the Church of England, and altered his strategies accordingly. 
The members of his textual community followed his example, both before and after 
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his death.  From this perspective, it is possible to see Jewel as a representative of the 
second generation of reformers identified by Andrew Pettegree.    
It also provides insight into the question of whether Elizabeth got what she 
wanted in the religious settlement of 1559.  Her unwavering support of the 
settlement is not in doubt, since she fought to preserve it intact for the whole of her 
reign.  However, her support of the settlement has never been connected to the works 
that were published with crown approval, such as the Apology, the Reply, and the 
two editions of the Defence of the Apology.  Elizabeth, through Cecil, supported 
Jewel and his works throughout the controversy. John Parkhurst even boasted of her 
support to Rudolph Gwalter, reporting that she had read Jewel’s 1567 Defence and 
thanked Jewel for his labours.
5
  
Royal approval was also indicated through Jewel’s inclusion in major events.  
He was chosen to participate in such defining moments as the Westminster 
disputation, the vestments and crucifix controversies, the celebrations after the 
Northern Rebellion, and the official response to the papal bull.  He was also a 
frequent preacher at court, one who was never publicly censored by Elizabeth as 
reformers Edward Dering and Alexander Nowell were.  This suggests that Elizabeth 
approved of Jewel’s portrayal of the church as both national and universal. Thus, it is 
arguable that she did indeed get what she wanted in the Elizabethan Settlement; or at 
least, that she wanted what she got.    
The broader implication of this is that the early Elizabethan church was not 
necessarily as divided as it has been portrayed.  Its defenders did not all man their 
battle stations with reluctance, or look on their supreme governor as a weak point.  
Nor was the controversy over the vestments in the mid-1560s a clear sign of an 
irreparable rift that would later tear the church apart.  Rather, it was merely one step 
in the process of defining the beliefs of an institution.  By focusing on consensus 
rather than conflict, it is possible to study the development of these beliefs, and place 
the work of later defenders of the Elizabethan church into their cultural context.              
It is also possible to take this study further, and gain new insight into the 
defence of the Jacobean church.  Attitudes toward the Church of Rome changed 
during the early years of James’ reign, and a new desire for continuity with the pre-
Reformation church developed.  At the same time, the church’s leadership 
maintained its adversarial mentality, which was often directed against the puritan 
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movement. These challenges to the Jacobean church created new reasons to 
emphasize its catholicity, and Jewel’s works were once again drawn into service.   
The first example of this was during the drive for conformity that took place 
after the Hampton Court Conference of 1604.  In 1607, an edition of Jewel’s 
sermons was published to support this drive.  Significantly, they were not the same 
sermons that had been published to support conformity in 1583, which had promoted 
the importance of individual participation and clerical devotion.   The ‘never before 
imprinted’ collection of 1607 carried the distinct message that the clergy was bound 
to serve and obey.  One worked from Romans 12, with a summary of the text written 
as: ‘we desire you, that you all think one thing’.6  The contrast in content and 
purpose between these two sermon collections has not received sufficient scholarly 
attention, and needs further exploration.  
This is true too of the edition of the complete works of John Jewel, which 
Richard Bancroft ordered placed in all parish churches in 1609, complete with a 
biography of Jewel written in English by Daniel Featley.  Another edition followed 
in 1611, the same year as the release of the King James Version of the Bible.  These 
editions included the Defence, the Reply, A View of a Seditious Bull, the Challenge 
Sermon, and several other lesser-known treatises. The 1583 sermon collection was 
also included, but the seven ‘godly and learned sermons’ published in 1607 were not, 
which might reflect a change in the way that Jewel’s work was being used. Notably, 
the massive 1611 collection of Jewel’s works was followed up by a return ‘ad fontes’ 
three years later, when a new edition of the Latin Apologia was published.  This 
shows that Jewel’s work continued to be relevant, and yet his role in the theology of 
the Jacobean church has not yet been explored.  
In the majority of Elizabethan studies, consideration of Jewel’s contribution 
to the church begins and ends with a statement of his pre-eminence in learning and 
piety, with a nod to the importance of his Apology of the Church of England.  This is 
an injustice to the significance of his work and the quality of his opponents; even the 
prominent Louvainist Thomas Stapleton could acknowledge that Jewel presented a 
‘wise challenge’ to his opponents ‘in that worthy sermon at Paul’s Cross’.7  
Admittedly, at his death Jewel was not an innovative theologian as Luther and 
Calvin had been, nor was he a philosopher-theologian like Richard Hooker would be.  
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The point to remember is that he did not intend to be.  He had a far simpler goal, as 
he wrote in the Apology.     
To yield up an account of our faith in writing, and truly and 
openly to make answer to those things wherewith we have been 
openly charged, to the end [that] the world may see the parts 
and foundations of that doctrine, in the behalf whereof so many 
good men have little regarded their own lives.
8
 
Jewel did not try to create a new faith, but rather to defend the faith which the 
people of England already had.  In print and in the pulpit, he aimed to change the 
way the English thought about the Church of England.  In that, he succeeded. 
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